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Today in most social psychology textbooks, there is a chapter 
on helping, generosity, prosocial, or altruistic behavior (e.g. Baron, 
Byrne, and Griffitt, 1974; Berkowitz, 1975; Berkowitz, 1977; Freedman, 
Carlsmith, and Sears, 1974; Gagne and Middlebrooks, 1977; Worchel and 
Cooper, 1976). A great number of studies in the past ten years have 
investigated numerous hypotheses related to the nature and determin-
ants of helping behavior. Older major reviews (Bryan and London, 
1970; Bryan, 1972; Krebs, 1970) seem to indicate that altruistic be-
havior is situationally determined. More recent research suggests 
interactional and multi-variable approaches to understanding altru-
istic behavior (Bowers, 1973; Endler and Magnusson, 1976; Gagne and 
Middlebrooks, 1977; Wilson, 1976). Altruism appears to be a function 
of a continuous process or multidirectional interaction between the 
individual and the situation. Bar-Tal (1976) defines prosocial be-
havior as behavior done without external coercion and to benefit 
another. Gagne and Middlebrooks (1977) speak of generosity as the 
sharing or the helping of others for no apparent gain to oneself. 
As defined, it would appear that altruism, being an act performed 
without extrinsic influence, is intrinsically motivated. So it can 
be said that in performing altruistic acts the person experiences 
self as origin of the behavior. 
While socio-biologists (Wilson, 1975) say there appears to be 
something genetic about altruism and that this innate quality leads 
1 
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to survival in groups, it appears that prosocial behavior is learned 
(Bar-Tal, 1976). The best proof of this is found in the data that 
show the relationship of prosocial behavior to age (Green and Schneider, 
1974; Handlon and Gross, 1959; Ugurel-Semin, 1952). Prosocial behavior 
increases with age. This could simply be that there are increased op-
portunities to demonstrate altruism. This could also be attributed to 
maturation in interpersonal skills or as a result of modeling or per-
haps as a result of moral development or as a result of reinforcement 
or a combination of any of these (Gagner and Middlebrooks, 1977). 
The question arises, what are the effects of extrinsic contin-
gencies such as extrinsic reward, external evaluation, and requirement 
of performing helping acts on this apparently intrinsically motivated 
behavior? Do extrinsic contingencies enhance or diminish one's inter-
est in and frequency of engaging in helping, altruistic, or prosocial 
behavior? 
Since 1968 a heated area of discussion in psychology has been 
the effect of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. While the 
findings have been mixed, it can be said with virtual certainty that, 
under certain circumstances, extrinsic motivation may occur at the 
expense and diminishment of intrinsic motivation (Notz, 1975). While 
most of this research has been done in the laboratory under controlled 
conditions and with non-social tasks such as puzzle solving and game 
playing, it can be anticipated that extrinsic rewards would have a 
detrimental effect on a person's intrinsic interest in helping others. 
Batson and others (1978) conclude their study on the effect of extrin-
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sic incentives for helping on perceived altruism by saying, "A per-
son's kindness, it seems, cannot be bought. For when it is, the sel-
ler ceases to perceive the action sold to be motivated by kindness. 11 
Related to, but distinguished from intrinsic motivation is the 
notion of continuing motivation (Maehr, 1976). Continuing motivation 
is the tendency to return to and continue working on tasks away from 
the instructional context in which they were initially confronted. 
This return is presumably occasioned by a continuing interest in the 
task and not by external pressure. Martin Maehr (1976) issues a 
challenge to educators to develop ways to increase continuing motiva-
tion. He contends that external evaluation has a negative effect on 
continuing motivation and on the development of a positive attraction 
to a particular task. There is a need to further study the specific 
conditions in which this effect happens. A major goal for educational 
research has been identified as determining more precisely the condi-
tions under which external evaluation may have the effect of an extrin-
sic or an intrinsic motivator (Maehr, 1976). This obviously would have 
profound effects in the classroom and school where there is frequent 
use of evaluative procedures used as incentives. Csikszentmihalyi and 
Larson (1978) distinguish three ways by which schools motivate action. 
One is the extrinsic mechanisms of discipline and grades; another the 
means-ends relationship of school behavior to students' long term 
goals; and thirdly the immediate intrinsic satisfaction obtainable in 
different activities. Not enough is yet known as to how these factors 
interact in learning and development. 
The present experiment attempts to draw together these several 
lines of research. It investigates in a school setting the effect of 
requiring helping behavior, evaluating helping behavior, and rewarding 
helping behavior on one's intrinsic motivation, continuing motivation, 
and frequency of involvement in helping others. It attempts to set 
down some guidelines for developing a program in a school setting for 
developing students' intrinsic motivation and contin~ing motivation for 
helping others. 
In the experiment, a helping, altruistic, prosocial act is con-
sidered to be any act done at school and prescribed by the experimenter 
or decided on by the subject which results in a benefit for another. 
This might include donating, sharing, or helping of someone at school 
or in a school sponsored program (e.g. tutoring another student, bring-
ing in a toy for a toy drive, volunteering to clean up after a basket-
bal 1 game). 
The present investigation relates the notion of intrinsic motiva-
tion to competence and self-determination. It seems increases in feel-
ings of personal control and competence will strengthen intrinsic moti-
vation while decreases that happen under extrinsic contingencies will 
weaken intrinsic motivation. The phrase "personal control 11 is used as 
a synonym for perceived freedom, freedom to select and carry out be-
haviors as one chooses without interference or control by others. Con-
tinuing motivation is defined as the tendency to return to a task away 
from the instructional setting. In the present experiment, extrinsic 
reward means a reward external to the action rewarded. This reward is 
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determined by the choice of the subject from a list of possible options. 
The list of rewards was developed from recommendations of high school 
students and high school teachers. The rewards offered were material, 
distinguishing them from verbal reinforcement. By contingent is meant 
that the rewards were given only on the completion of a certain number 
of helping acts performed and the subject knew that the reward was 
given only under this circumstance. In addition to being extrinsic, 
contingent, and material, the rewards used in this experiment were 
exogenous. By exogenous is meant that there is no link between the 
reward and the helping behavior rewarded. The opposite of this would 
be endogenous when, for example, wages are given for work done. The 
rewards used were salient in that the subject was continually reminded 
of the type of reward that was chosen as well as how it was to be ob-
tained. 
In this experiment, external evaluation refers to a grading 
contingency where a grade of A/B/C/D/F is given for a certain fre-
quency of performance of the target behavior. Requirement refers to 
an external contingency where the experimenter, an authority figure 
for the subjects, that is, their school principal, makes a demand and 
expresses an expectation that the subject perform at least one helping 
act at school every two weeks regardless of the subjects' desire to 
help. 
Specifically, the present investigation systematically examines 
the following questions: 
1. What is the effect of an extrinsic, material, salient, 
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contingent, exogenous reward on one's intrinsic interest, continuing 
motivation and frequency of performing helping behavior? Research 
(Gabarino, 1975; Kruglanski et al., 1971; Kruglanski, 1978; Lepper, 
1974; Lepper and Greene, 1978; Ross, 1975) concerning the relation-
ship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation has focused on the 
material, contingent, salient, exogenous reward as being most detri-
mental to intrinsic motivation. Does this relationship hold true for 
rewarding helping behavior in a school setting? 
2. What is the effect of an external grading contingency on a 
student's intrinsic interest, continuing interest and frequency of 
performing helping behavior? Research (Maehr and Stallings, 1972; 
Maehr, 1976; Salili, Maehr, Sorensen, Fyans, 1976) has shown that 
external grading procedures can have the effect of lessening people's 
general perception that they are the cause of their behavior and 
thereby affect one's continuing motivation to act. Does this hold 
true for grading helping behavior in a school setting? Are students 
less interested in engaging in helping behavior in the future? 
3, Does the requiring of a student in a school setting to 
perform helping acts lessen that student's intrinsic interest, con-
tinuing interest, and frequency of performing helping behaviors? 
Research (Harris, 1972) seems to indicate that previous helping 
influences the likelihood of helping again. Is this finding affected 
by the prior helping act having been required? Does requiring the 
prior helping act lead to more instances of helping but at the expense 
of one's intrinsic interest in helping? 
7 
There is importance in attempting to answer these questions in 
that often in school contexts, extrinsic contingencies are used as a 
way of getting students to perform (Lepper and Dafoe, 1979), that is 
to say that extrinsic contingencies are used to motivate desirable 
school behavior. The present investigation attempts to explore the 
effect of this form of motivation on students' motivation and per-
formance in the helping of others at school. 
Condry (1977) and Condry and Chambers (1978) conjecture that 
a fully developed theory of motivation must encompass exploratory as 
well as incentive driven activity. To date, they indicate that when 
incentives are extrinsic to the task and situation, a "context" for 
action is created that is different than that obtained when explora-
tion is proceeding on its own. In fact, if exploration is proceeding 
on its own and it is interrupted by extrinsic considerations, it may 
retard that exploratory process. He concludes that rather than being 
additive, the two types of motivation (extrinsic, intrinsic) interact 
negatively. This happens because the person moves from experiencing 
self as an origin of one's behavior to being a pawn controlled by 
extrinsic forces. Condry (1978) notes that the problem of the use of 
incentives in school is crucial and dangerous. He identifies the cen-
tral problem, in a system of decontextualized education which we have 
today, to be motivation. When skills are learned "in context" the 
motivation for acquisition is "intrinsic," that is, a desire to explore 
and master the world. This is not so when learning is decontextual ized. 
Schools, therefore, must face the research findings that extrinsic con-
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tingencies undermine interest and lead to a superficial interaction 
with the task at hand. Schools must consider how to foster and devel-
op students• level of intrinsic motivation. 
If in a school context, teachers are concerned with increasing 
the frequency of their students• engaging in helping behaviors and 
developing in their students intrinsic interest and continuing interest 
in helping others, it would be helpful to know if the use of extrinsic 
contingencies often used in schools such as requirement, rewards, and 
external evaluation are additive or whether they have a negative influ-
ence. It may be that using extrinsic contingencies in a school situ-
ation will interact negatively and not only will students be less 
intrinsically interested in helping others, they will not help as much. 
This has important implications for educators concerned with the ef-
fects of schooling on students. Broudy (1977) contends that schools 
fail miserably in their replicative ann applicative functions. In the 
former, the school input is recalled pretty much as learned. In the 
applicative use of schooling, one deduces a solution to a problem from 
the facts, rules, and principles one has learned. Despite the failures 
of schooling in this, Broudy suggests that school does serve an impor-
tant function. School learning forms the knowledge with which we ap-
proach life. It provides students not with knowing that or knowing 
how so much as "knowing with." "Knowing with 11 operates by furnishing 
a context or a ground against which a particular situation is perceived, 
interpreted and judged. If this is so, it becomes very important to 
consider what the effects of extrinsic contingencies are on student 
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learning and performance. Perhaps in helping students to learn to 
help others, we are in fact lessening their interest and affecting 
the context with which they approach helping others. 
Centuries ago, Plato emphasized that quality education attempts 
to train people to find "pleasure and pain in the right objects." 
We are still struggling in education to understand how this can best 
be done. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Four areas of research pertinent to this study are reviewed: 
the meaning and measurement of intrinsic motivation and continuing 
motivation, the effect of extrinsic reward on intrinsic motivation 
and performance, the effect of external evaluation on continuing 
motivation and performance, and the nature and determinants of help-
ing, altruistic, prosocial behavior. The research in these four areas, 
while still embryonic and lacking in clear consensus on fundamental 
terms and concepts, has developed a rather solid foundation for under-
standing the notion of intrinsic motivation and the conditions under 
which extrinsic contingencies such as rewarding, evaluating, and 
requiring affect intrinsic motivation. Different authors have quite 
independently found a common theme in their separate lines of research 
identifying the hidden costs of rewards (Lepper and Greene, 1978). It 
becomes clear in reviewing this literature that we are embarking on a 
potential paradigm shift. No longer can one simply attend to the pos-
itive aspects of reward and extrinsic contingencies. At times and 
under certain circumstances the law of effect takes its toll on the 
intrinsic and continuing interest of the person being rewarded. 
THE MEANING AND MEASUREMENT OF INTRINSIC MOTIVATION AND CONTINUING 
MOTIVATION 
The notion of intrinsic motivation can be found in Woodworth 
(1918) in which he notes that an activity can provide its own drive. 
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Likewise, Nissen (1930) reported that rats experience exploration and 
the opportunity to explore as intrinsically rewarding activity. This 
led in the 1 40 1s and '50 1 s to a number of authors naming drives to 
account for each of various activities as play, exploration, manipu-
lation, and curiosity. This process of naming drives and motives was 
unfortunate in that this delays the thought and investigation required 
for genuine understanding (Hunt, 1965). Drives like exploratory drive 
(Montgomery, 1954), drive to avoid boredom {Myers and Miller, 1954), 
manipulation drive (Harlow, 1953), sensory drive (Isaac, 1962) drive 
for visual exploration (Butler, 1953), and the instinct to master 
(Hendrick, 1942) do not seem to be correlated with any non-nervous 
system deficit. To call these drives one would have to redefine drive 
in such a way as not to require tissue needs or deficits which provide 
a persistent stimulus to initiate consummatory behavior and reinforce 
the behavior through the reduction of the drive (White, 1959). 
Another approach at understanding intrinsic motivation is one 
characterized as the optimal incongruity approach. This approach is 
best described by Hunt (1956). The central issue is the extent to 
which people will approach or avoid incongruous inputs or cognitions. 
While Festinger (1957) described intrinsically motivated behavior as 
behaviors which are motivated by the need to reduce dissonant cogni-
tions, Hebb (1955) found that novel stimulation or incongruity is 
rewarding and pleasurable and produces approach and not avoidance 
behavior. Hunt (1956) established an optimal level of incongruity. 
Organisms need an optimal amount of psychological incongruity. 
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Organisms will be active in seeking out optimal stimulation when they 
experience a discrepancy between the actual amount and the optimal 
amount. Organisms will be active in attempting to reduce dissonant 
or incongruous cognitions. 
A third approach attempting to define intrinsic motivation is 
an approach described as dissonance reduction (Festinger, 1957) or 
resolution of uncertainty (Kaga~, 1972). Kagan believes that resolving 
uncertainty is one of the important classes of motives. He distinguish-
es incompatibility between two cognitions, a cognition and a behavior, 
and a cognition and an experience. Related to this approach there is 
a good deal of evidence indicating that after human beings have been 
faced for a considerable time with homogeneous, unchanging and there-
fore completely congruous circumstances, they actively seek the rela-
tive incongruity of new situations of almost any kind (Hunt, 1956). 
Explanations of intrinsic motivation to be comprehensive need to con-
sider both the approach and avoidance of incongruity. 
Recently Csikszentmihalyi (1975) talked of an "experience of 
flow" that is characterized by the merging of action and awareness; 
the centering of attention and the loss of ego or self-consciousness; 
the sense of control of oneself and the environment; coherent demands 
for action and unambiguous feedback from action; and finally, the fact 
that the purpose of the flow is to keep on flowing rather than to look 
for a goal or peak. In such a situation a person has a strong sense 
of control or personal causation. This experience of flow can be found 
in any situation providing the situation provides information to the 
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person that his or her actions are meeting a set of challenges in the 
environment (Csikszentmihalyi, 1978). Furthermore, Csikszentmihalyi 
(1978) states the activity must take place in a meaningful context. 
The activity should be structured so that the subject can increase 
or decrease the level of challenges being faced in order to match 
skills with the requirements for action. There should be clear cri-
teria for performance. Csikszentmihalyi and Larson (1978) contend 
that the systematic structure of a school provides opportunities for 
both prosocial and antisocial behavior. Ideally learning should in-
volve systematic involvement in sequences of challenges internalized 
by students. This will create the flow experience. Where such exper-
iences are blocked or hindered in school, the only outlet for flow 
experiences is antisocial behavior. 
111e latest approach for understanding intrinsic motivation re-
lates the notion to competence and self-determination. White (1959) 
posited a competence motivation or effectance motivation which is 
what directs exploration, manipulation, attention, perception, thought, 
and communication. Effectance motivation causes behaviors which allow 
a person to have feelings of efficacy. DeCharms (1968) proposed that 
man's primary motivation is to be effective in producing changes in 
his environment. Man desires to be the primary locus of causation for 
his behavior. He strives for personal causation. DeCharms hypothe-
sized that when a man perceives his behavior as stemming from his 
own choice (sees self as origin) he will cherish that behavior and 
its results. When he perceives his behavior as stemming from external 
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forces (sees self as pawn) that behavior and its results will be de-
valued. Lawler (1969) has defined intrinsic motivation as the degree 
to which feelings of esteem, growth, and competence are expected to 
result from successful task performance. Deci (1975) contends that 
we are born with a basic and undifferentiated need for feeling compe-
tent and self-determining. He defines intrinsically motivated acti-
vities as those for which there is no apparent reward except the acti-
vity itself and the activity is enjoyed. Intrinsically motivated be-
haviors are those which are involved with the human need for being 
competent and self-determining. This innate intrinsic motivation 
differentiates into specific motives as a result of experience. When 
supported and encouraged the basic need seems to differentiate into 
motives for set f-ful fi 1 lment, self-reliance, independence and achieve-
ment. If the child is not supported it differentiates more into needs 
for approval, acceptance, and conformity. Intrinsic motivation under-
lies an ongoing cyclical pattern in which people seek out and conquer 
challenges that are optimal for their capacities (Deci and Borac, 1978). 
Having considered various approaches to understanding the notion 
of intrinsic motivation, it is important to look at the various ways 
intrinsic motivation has been measured. Among the measures used by 
various experimenters is the amount of time which subjects spent work-
ing on the target activity in a free choice situation where there were 
other things to do and where there was no extrinsic reward to be 
gained (Anderson et al., 1976; Deci, 1975; Farr, 1976; Kruglanski et 
al., 1971, 1972, 1973; Lepper, 1973; Lepper and Greene, 1978; Ross, 
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1975), subjects rating their commitment to engage in the activity at 
a later time (Amabile et al., 1976; Calder and Staw, 1975; Notz, 1976), 
and subjects' statements regarding the satisfaction of performing a 
certain task (Amabile et al., 1976; Arnold, 1976; Hamner, 1975; 
McMillian, 1977). Besides these objective performance measures and 
self report measures (perceived task interest o~ perceived task satis-
faction or stated commitment to return to the task) Haywood and his 
colleagues (Haywood, 1971; Haywood and Switzky, in press) have developed 
a personality test for intrinsically motivated individuals. A recent 
measure called the Task Reaction Questionnaire (TRQ) was developed by 
Mayo (1976). This twenty-three item scale was developed especially to 
measure intrinsic motivation. It contains items pertaining to task 
liking, task interest, feelings of accomplishment, feelings of being 
challenged, feelings of using one's important abilities, etc. Mayo 
demonstrated that the scale has construct validity. 
A notion distinguished from intrinsic motivation and yet one 
that may shed further light on the meaning of it is that of continuing 
motivation (Maehr, 1976). Continuing motivation is defined in the 
context of education and schooling as a tendency to return to and con-
tinue working on tasks away from the instructional context in which 
they were initially confronted. Return is occasioned by a continuing 
interest in the task and not by external pressure of some kind. While 
closely akin to intrinsic motivation and the Zeigarnik effect 
(Zeigarnik, 1927) defined as the need to complete tasks or to achieve 
closure, Maehr makes a point of distinguishing continuing motivation 
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(CM) seeing it not as a psychological construct but as an educational 
outcome. There are four considerations to keep in mind related to 
the construct. It is a return to a task or task area at a subsequent 
time. It happens in similar or varying circumstances. There is no 
visible external pressure to do so. There are other behavioral alter-
natives available. 
Maehr (1976) utilizes a performance measure rather than a paper 
and pencil measure related to continuing motivation. The performance 
measure involves asking the subject for a formal commitment for engag-
ing in the activity at a future time, observing the returning behavior 
in an open choice situation, if possible observing the person in another 
setting where the behavior could happen free of extrinsic control or 
demand. 
In summary it can be said that both the meaning and measure of 
intrinsic motivation and continuing motivation are difficult to pin 
down. There is a great need to further operationalize the concepts of 
intrinsic and continuing motivation. This is supported by the dis-
crepant findings in the 1 iterature on the effects of extrinsic rewards 
on intrinsic motivation when different indexes of intrinsic motivation 
have been used (McLoyd, 1979). 
Clearly, intrinsic motivation encompasses an optimal arousal 
level which the organism seeks to maintain. It involves and relates 
to the concepts of competence and control and personal causation. 
It involves a balanced state of interaction between a person having 
the capacity to act (or skills) and a situation which optimally 
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challenges the person to act. 
A current controversy has arisen questioning whether extrinsic 
and intrinsic motivation are additive or whether they interact chal-
lenging the point that any reward automatically produces better learn-
ing and performance (McKeachie, 1976). If a major factor in the in-
trinsic dimension is the desire for personal causation, then intrin-
sically motivating tasks are those in which the person feels that he 
or she is in control, that he or she originated the behavior as ori-
gin with concomitant feelings of free choice and commitment. The 
introduction of extrinsic rewards places the person in a dependent 
position relative to the source of reward (DeCharms, 1968). 
THE EFFECTS OF EXTRINSIC REWARDS ON INTRINSIC MOTIVATION AND CONTINU-
1 NG MOTi VATI ON 
A major controversy exists concerning whether extrinsic rewards 
enhance intrinsic motivation, such that the variables act in an addi-
tive way, or whether extrinsic rewards decrease intrinsic motivation 
(that is, the variables interact). 
Common sense and expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) and the over-
riding influence of B.F. Skinner's work would predict that the varia-
bles act in an additive way. Some studies (Arnold, 1976; Farr, 1976; 
Hamner, 1975) have found extrinsic rewards increasing intrinsic moti-
vation. Arnold concluded that when intrinsic motivation is high, 
extrinsic rewards either do not affect or they enhance intrinsic 
motivation. His experiment was done with Yale undergraduates in-
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volved in playing a complex computer game. Farr (1976) found that 
introductory psychology students in the contingent pay condition 
volunteered to continue the experimental task more often than non-
contingent pay condition subjects. This finding while not signifi-
cant did not replicate the hypothesis that contingent rewards decrease 
intrinsic motivation. Hamner (1975) in his study of college under-
graduates found results that tend to support the assumption made by 
expectancy theorists (Vroom, 1964) and reinforcement theorists that 
the effect of intrinsic and extrinsic reinforcements are additive. 
While research findings on the effect of rewards are varied, 
it seems that, under certain conditions, intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation have been found to be non-additive; the arousal of extrin-
sic motivation may occur at the expense of intrinsic motivation 
(McGraw, 1978; Notz, 1975). This is especially val id under two con-
ditions: when the task is interesting enough for subjects that the 
offer of incentives is a superfluous source of motivation and when 
the solution to the task is open-ended enough that the steps leading 
to a solution are not immediately obvious (McGraw, 1978). 
To understand this conclusion that there are clearly established 
detrimental effects of reward, it will be necessary to draw together 
a large number of studies that have recently been done. It will be 
necessary to answer several questions. Under what conditions will 
task extrinsic rewards have widespread and possibly undesirable ef-
fects? What effects? What theories have been elaborated to explain 
the findings? What criticisms about the studies make their conclu-
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sions still tentative? 
McCullers (1978) points to three traditional theoretical view-
points which lay a foundation for expecting the adverse effect of 
rewards. He cites the Yerkes-Dodson Law which proposes that moti-
vation should facilitate learning and performance only up to some 
optimal level. McCullers sees in this law an opening for expecting 
adverse effects in that rewards can be considered to provide a source 
of motivation. He cites Hull-Spence theory highlighting the relation-
ship between E {reaction potential), H (habit strength) and K (incen-
tive motivation) E = H + K. He notes that Hull-Spence theory predicts 
an enhancing effect of reward (K) on performance in simple tasks but a 
detrimental effect in complex tasks where K serves to increase the 
tendency to make errors. Finally he cites the research on contrast 
effects (Cox, 1975) and its prediction that a downshift in incentive 
magnitude should produce a negative contrast effect. 
Developing from these initial theoretical hints, there exists a 
growing body of experimental data indicating that the introduction of 
external rewards like money (Deci, 1975) or prizes like tokens or 
food (Garbarino, 1975; Kruglanski et al., 1972; Lepper, 1974) or 
experimental credit {Weick, 1964) lead to a decline in intrinsic moti-
vation. 
From current literature it has been hypothesized that the inter-
action happens if the rewards are made contingent on performance and 
are understood to be contingent. Deci (1975) paid subjects (college 
students) for doing Soma puzzles. He chose this task after a pilot 
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study to determine what is intrinsically motivating to college stu-
dents. He noted that subjects contingently rewarded for puzzle 
solving spent less time working on the puzzles in a free time, free 
choice period than did the non-contingent group or the control (no 
reward) group. Lepper (1974) found a group of nursery school chil-
dren who expected a reward for drawing pictures with a magic marker 
to be less intrinsically motivated which he measured by their amount 
of time drawing pictrues in a free time, free choice situation fol-
lowing the rewarded period. This was significantly different than 
the non-expected reward or the no reward groups. The importance of 
salience of reward was considered in an experiment by Ross (1975) in 
which nursery school children were rewarded for playing with a drum. 
For some children the reward was put in front of them while playing, 
saljent condition, for others they were merely told about the reward 
and still others received no reward. The group for whom the reward 
was salient showed a decrease in intrinsic motivation measured by 
the amount of time they played with the drum during a free time, free 
choice period. These experiments identified contingency, expectancy, 
and salience as conditions for the detrimental interaction. 
In addition to the conditions of contingency, expectancy, and 
salience, some research (Arnold, 1976; Calder and Staw, 1975; Loveland 
and Olley, 1979; Mcloyd, 1978) has attempted to explore the differen-
tial effects of extrinsic rewards on subjects who show high versus low 
initial interest in the same activity (intrinsic interest as a subject 
variable) or tasks chosen to be relatively interesting versus rela-
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tively uninteresting (intrinsic interest as a task variable). The 
findings are discrepant. In Arnold's study (1976) extrinsic rewards 
do decrease intrinsic motivation but not for situations where the 
individual is highly motivated intrinsically. Contrary to Arnold's 
findings, Loveland and Olley (1979) found that the initial high inter-
est children who received a reward lost interest when observed a week 
later, while the low interest children who received a reward gained 
interest. By seven weeks both groups returned to their original 
level of interest. This is similar to Calder and Staw (1975) who 
found that the introduction of an extrinsic monetary reward increased 
reported enjoyment for a low intrinsically motivating blank puzzle 
task, but decreased reported enjoyment for a high intrinsically 
motivating picture puzzle task. 
Kruglanski et al. (1973) in a number of studies have shown that 
when money is intrinsic to a task, its presence enhances intrinsic 
motivation whereas when it is extrinsic to the task its presence low-
ers intrinsic motivation. This seems best understood in that when 
money is endogenous to a task it is not seen as a reward at all but 
is part of the qrdinary expectations for that situation. Conscious 
that reward appears to have both facilitating and retarding effects, 
Kruglanski (1978) distinguished three ways whereby the relation be-
tween rewards and motivation can be conceptualized. The first he 
called "absolutist view, 11 that is, the relation between reward and 
motivation is uniformly positive. The second he called "generic.ist, 11 
that is, some rewards are generically extrinsic (for example, money, 
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food, etc.) and others are generically intrinsic (for example, 
achievement, mastery, etc.). One leads to facilitation and the other 
to retardation of intrinsic motivation. The third he called, "rela-
tivist" whereby the effect of rewards on motivation is relative to 
the perceived endogeneity between the activity and the reward. His 
research emphasizes the importance of the distinction between endo-
genous and exogenous. 
Deci (1975) and Anderson et al. (1976) found that positive ver-
bal reinforcement did not decrease intrinsic motivation but served to 
increase it. In the Anderson study it was found that the control (no 
reward) group diminished most in intrinsic motivation because of an 
aversive situation where the experimenter paid no attention of any 
kind to the work of the children who were in the control group. It 
is important to note again that various conditions and contexts 
affect the results of rewards on intrinsic motivation. 
Mcloyd (1979), concerned that despite the wide variety of 
extrinsic rewards used by researchers in this area of intrinsic 
motivation studies, examined the effects of varying the individually 
determined value of the extrinsic reward. Mcloyd found that both 
high and low value rewards decreased significantly children's inter-
est in the high interest activity compared to no reward, but high, 
not low value rewards increased significantly children's interest 
in the low interest activity. Mcloyd suggests that high value re-
wards for engaging in a low interest activity may be appropriate and 
beneficial. It is important to know both the subject's level of 
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interest in an activity and the value the subject ascribes to a re-
ward to know the effect of that reward on interest. 
Besides task characteristics, some researchers have studied the 
moderating effects of personal characteristics. To date these studies 
have not contributed much to knowing under what conditions extrinsic 
and intrinsic motivation interact negatively. Farr (1977) attempted 
to study the effect of locus of control and self esteem but the find-· 
ings were not significant. Maehr and Stallings (1972) studied need 
for achievement and found that those subjects who were high in need 
for achievement volunteered more for difficult tasks when the evalua-
tion was internal and more for easy tasks when the evaluation was 
external. 
There is a need for further studying the task, situation, and 
personality variables that are operative. Among the dependent 
variables studied in this 1 iterature, one can distinguish reported 
interest in the task (Weick, 1964), persistence at or resumption of 
an activity (Amabile et al., 1976; Arnold, 1976; Deci, 1975; 
Krug1anski et a1., 1971; Ross, 1975; Sa1ili et al., 1976) or the 
quality of performance (Krug1anski et al., 1971; Weick, 1964) or 
even the process of ]earning (Garbarino, 1975) or the context of an 
independent, interpersonal situation (Garbarino, 1975). 
In the majority of the studies researched, the dependent vari-
able of primary importance was the degree of subsequent interest 
in the task shown by the subjects. Fewer studies explored the ef-
fect of extrinsic rewards on the quality of performance on the task. 
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McGraw and McCullers (1974) reported a number of studies with chil-
dren that found tangible rewards given on a trial by trial basis lead 
to more errors and less learning when the performance of rewarded sub-
jects is compared to that of nonrewarded subjects. 
There is evidence that extrinsic incentive conditions lead sub-
jects to different strategic activities in a learning or problem sol-
ving situation than do conditions that encourage exploration without 
the offer of a task extrinsic incentive as a reward (Condry, 1977). 
Condry and Chambers (1978) suggest that rewards or incentives have 
different effects depending on the degree of stability of the skill 
under study and they keep their attention focused on acquisition 
rather than performance. They contend that rewards create a context 
that elicits a different pattern of interaction with the task implying 
that rewards are a poor way to motivate even uninterested children. 
Garbarino's study (1975) is especially unique. He hypothesized 
that the tutor in the nonreward condition would be more positive in 
her (subjects were all female) response to her tutee, more efficient, 
and less intrusive in her teaching style. He also predicted that the 
tutee would learn more when her tutor was in the nonreward condition. 
As Condry (1977) indicates this study greatly extends the range of 
effects that extrinsic rewards affect. 
Lepper and Greene (1978) identify three differences in the 
individual's engagement in an activity under conditions of intrinsic 
or extrinsic motivation. First, the individual's perceived goal may 
influence the manner in which he or she approaches the activity. 
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Under intrinsic motivation, an individual establishes a level at which 
to approach and be involved in an activity. Under extrinsic motiva-
tion a general 11bias 11 toward engagement in the task on a level likely 
to insure attainment of the extrinsic goal takes place. Second, under 
intrinsic motivation there is no necessity to please another. Third, 
under extrinsic motivation, a person tends to stop when he has achieved 
the reward. Similarly, Deci and Borac (1978) report that extrinsically 
motivated subjects chose relatively easy tasks though not the easiest 
while non-rewarded subjects chose relatively difficult tasks to 
perform. 
Many authors have attempted to explain the findings from these 
studies from differing theoretical viewpoints. Staw (1975) posits the 
notion of under and over sufficient justification which he draws out 
of the self-perception theory of Bern (1967). Staw suggests that shifts 
in intrinsic motivation will only be observed at the extremes of under 
and over sufficient justification. He argues that ln such situations 
the felt need to resolve attributional instability is sufficiently 
strong to result in changes in levels of intrinsic motivation. Thus, 
when a person who is highly intrinsically motivated to perform an 
activity is given some extrinsic reward for performing the activity, 
the individual will cognitively re-evaluate the situation, leading 
to a reduction in the felt importance of the intrinsic rewards. The 
downward shift will occur in the level of intrinsic motivation since 
the extrinsic aspects of the situation are usually more clear and 
salient and the intrinsic aspects are easier to distort. 
26 
Lepper and Greene (1978) suggest an information processing model 
in which reward may reduce intrinsic motivation both by directing 
attention away from important task subgoals, thereby resulting in poor 
task performance, and by altering an individual's perception of the 
purpose or goal of his behavior. 
Deci (1975) has developed a cognitive evaluation theory from 
attribution theory to explain the findings. Cognitive Evaluation 
Theory suggests two processes by which intrinsic motivation is affect-
ed by external rewards. Individuals' perceived locus of causality 
may be changed. Intrinsic motivation may be changed through a shift 
in feelings of competence and self-determination. There are three 
major propositions that comprise Cognitive Evaluation Theory. The 
first states that a person's perception of why he is doing something 
determines his level of intrinsic motivation. When a person is intrin-
sically motivated the perceived locus of causality (DeCharms, 1968; 
Heider, 1958) of that behavior is within himself. Perceived locus 
shifts from self to the environment when a reward is contingent. 
Proposition two says that intrinsic motivation is affected by a change 
in feelings of competence and self-determination. Verbal reinforcement 
increases intrinsic motivation because it increases a person's sense 
of competence. Proposition three states that every reward has a con-
trol 1 ing and an informational aspect. This provides a person with 
information about his competence and self-determination. If the con-
trol 1 ing aspect is more salient it will initiate a change in perceived 
locus of causality. If the informational aspect is more salient the 
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change in feelings of competence and self-determination process will 
be encouraged. 
Farr (1976, 1977) and Scott (1976) have raised serious question 
about both the findings and the interpretation of the findings that 
are summarized above. Scott (1976), who approaches the situation with 
a reinforcement background, criticizes Deci 's use of parametric tests. 
He contends that Deci's data does not meet the assumption of normality 
and reexamines the data from Deci using non-parametric tests. The 
findings were not significant. Scott further contends that reinforce-
ment theory is still the best and most parsimonious explanation. There 
is no need to resort to elaboration of a theory of intrinsic motivation. 
Farr (1977) found no support for the attributional process hypothesized 
by Deci as the psychological mechanism causing the decrease in observed 
intrinsic motivation. To date no empirical support for the attribution 
hypothesis has been found even in the research which has demonstrated 
an apparent decrease in intrinsic motivation in conditions of contin-
gent pay (Farr, 1977). 
In summary, we are faced with two areas of research, one empha-
sizing the law of effect and the other warning of the hidden costs of 
reward. Lepper and Greene (1978) acknowledge that each literature is 
characterized "by a considerable degree of internal consistency. 
Extrapolation beyond the particular contexts in which each paradigm 
has received support depends upon assumptions and speculations that 
cannot be directly verified from the data at hand." All that can be 
stated at this time is that the appearance of both positive and nega-
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tive effects of reward programs will depend on the specific manner 
and context of their application to particular programs, subjects, 
and situations. More study is needed out of which deeper understand-
ing of the cognitive processes and attentional mechanism will develop. 
At present it seems that the active, constructive, selective, and 
directive features of cognitive processes underlie the different 
effects found in the two areas of research. 
THE EFFECT OF EXTERNAL EVALUATION ON CONTINUING MOTIVATION AND 
PERFORMANCE. 
The importance of the research relating extrinsic rewards to 
subsequent interest, continuing interest, quality of performance, the 
process of learning, and the context of an interdependent, interper-
sonal situation has application in the field of education. 
Parents, teachers, and psychologists have often worried about 
the effects of extrinsic motivation including grades or behavior 
reports, and the requiring of certain behavior (Batson et al., 1978). 
Two lines of research support this worry. The first is that research 
cited above in which the addition of extrinsic rewards reduces intrin-
sic and continuing motivation. The second is Maehr and Stallings' 
work (1972, 1976) on the effects of evaluation on continuing motiva-
tion. With the large number of programs designed to promote desir-
able behavior by use of operant conditioning principles it seems im-
portant to consider this line of research which challenges the desir-
ability of making rewards contingent upon behavior if you want to 
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develop continuing motivation in students. 
Similar to Maehr and Stallings, Condry and Chambers (1978) 
examined what difficulty level of tasks subjects chose to do under 
different motivational contexts. They found that those who were paid 
for the problems they did, did significantly easier ones than those 
who solved the problems without the anticipation of reward. Evalua-
tion and extrinsic contingencies distract a person from attending 
to the task at hand. In that sense it hinders the acquisition of 
basic skills. External incentives create a performance context and 
a concomitant narrowing of attention to specific outcomes (Condry and 
Chambers, 1978). 
A variety of studies on the performance of achievement oriented 
subjects in clearly externally-evaluative conditions show heightened 
performance (Atkinson and Feather, 1966; Maehr and Sjogren, 1971). 
However, this appears to happen at the expense of continuing motiva-
tion (Maehr and Stallings, 1972). 
In summary, while there are only few studies to cite and the 
research is still scanty, external evaluation appears to affect be-
havior and continuing motivation in a way similar to other extrinsic 
contingencies such as reward and requirement. Especially interesting 
is the study cited reporting that in situations of external evalua-
tion subjects choose to perform easier tasks to assure success. Per-
haps giving grades and encouraging students to accept challenges work 
at cross purposes. 
THE NATURE AND DETERMINANTS OF HELPING, ALTRUISTIC, OR PROSOCIAL 
BEHAVIOR. 
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The nature and determinants of helping behavior have been stu-
died at length during the past ten years. While there appear to be 
a large number of studies exploring the relationship of situational 
factors and helping, there are relatively few studies that have in-
vestigated the consequences of helping on S's subsequent responses 
over time (Moss and Page, 1972; Batson et al., 1978). In other 
studies, both normal (Brown, 1975) and emotionally disturbed chil-
dren (Kauffman, Epstein, and Chlebnikow, 1977) showed changes in their 
level of donating according to the relative cost to themselves. Change 
to a lower cost schedule typically resulted in the child's donation of 
a greater proportion of his earnings. Change to a higher cost sche-
dule resulted in fewer donations. 
Most studies consider one or two helping acts in isolation which 
raises question as to the external validity of the experiment (Bar-
Tal, 1976). Generalizations to the determinants of various forms of 
helping behavior other than those which have been employed in the 
particular experiment may well be fallacious. 
In the 1 iterature a frequent explanation of adult and child 
helping behavior is that most people learn a general standard or norm 
which dictates that one should help another in need. This is called 
the "social responsibility norm11 (Berkowitz and Daniels, 1964). This 
appears to be learned over time. The strongest influence in learning 
seems to be the effect of a prosocial model (Midlarsky and Bryan, 
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1972; Gagne and Middlebrooks, 1977). Not only do models influence 
altruistic behavior, they also determine its direction and magnitude 
(Bryan, 1972; Liebert and Fernandez, 1970; Gagne and Middlebrooks, 
1977). Research (Gagne and Middlebrooks, 1977) indicates a stronger 
effect for modeling and a weaker effect for reinforcement and exhor-
tations. The effectiveness of the model will depend on the observer's 
attention (Bandura, 1966), the degree to which the observer codes the 
response (Melton, A.W. and Martin, E., 1972), the consequences of the 
response to the model (Baer and Sherman, 1964; Baer, et al., 1967), 
and on the observer's recall of the response (Thomson and Tulving, 
1970). 
Little or no work has been done to date concerning the nature 
and channels by which society attempts to develop the helping person 
especially through the schools. While there appears a multitude of 
formal organizations assuming the role of character educators, stu-
dies of their effectiveness in the training of helping behavior have 
not been done (Bryan, 1972). The role of the school in developing 
helping behavior needs to be further explored. Gagne and Middlebrooks 
(1977) in a review of the literature conclude that the implication of 
studies for encouraging generosity in the schools is that for young 
children, models should be made available. This can be done directly 
by the teacher or indirectly as in stories or television. One re-
search finding that they identified as important in encouraging gener-
osity is that a selfish model who praises generosity in a child will 
decrease the probability of generous behavior. Teachers need to be 
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made conscious of how critical their actions are to children. While 
studies (Bryan and London, 1970; Rosenhan and White, 1967; Bryan and 
Walbeh, 1970; Bryan, 1971; Harris, 1970) emphasize the importance of 
modeling, further field experiments are necessary to verify the per-
manence and generalization of helping responses learned through obser-
vation and/or reinforcement. 
Several studies (Batson et al., 1978; Fischer, 1963; Moss and 
Page, 1972; Garbarino, 1976) have explored the relationship between 
material reinforcement and helping behavior. Material reinforcement 
seemed to effect an increase in helping behavior in some studies. 
Moss and Page (1972) indicate that although their experiment was 
conducted with a reinforcement model in mind, it is open to other 
interpretations and that the positive results of the reward on help-
ing behavior may not have been the effect of reinforcement but that 
S's were responding to successful (versus failing) social experiences. 
Batson et al. (1978) found that when offered payment for helping, sub-
jects perceived themselves to be relatively less altruistic. They 
contend that extrinsic incentives for helping undermine one's percep-
tion of self as altruistic. 
There is some evidence that helping behavior increases follow-
ing a successful experience (Berkowitz and Connor, 1966; lsen, 1970). 
Social reinforcement seems to have an effect on the frequency of 
helping. Several experiments (Bryan et al., 1971; Doland and 
Adelberg, 1967; Fischer, 1963; Midlarsky et al., 1973) have shown that 
social reinforcement in the form of praise and acknowledgement is an 
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important factor in inducing sharing behavior. Several theorists 
(Aronfreed, 1968; Rosenhan, 1973) make a point that reinforcement leads 
to the acquisition of a self reward mechanism which explains the fact 
that children do maintain certain forms of conduct without expectation 
of direct external reinforcement. 
There are no studies that specifically explore the relationship 
between extrinsic reward, external evaluation, and requirement on 
intrinsic motivation or continuing motivation to help others. Kruglanski 
(1978) reports on some unpublished research by Vardah Wiesiettier of Tel-
Aviv University in which subjects were presented with twelve actions each 
joined with an altruistic goal presented a second time with an egoistic 
goal, for example, driving a friend to the airport opposed to driving 
someone to the airport for pay. Subjects rated the perceived degree to 
which the actor enjoyed the behavior and was performing it freely. On 
the average, actions coupled with altruistic goals were rated as more 
enjoyable and as accompanied by a greater freedom. Rosenhan (1969) has 
reported that "enforced rehearsal" of charitable behavior, previously 
displayed by a model under direct adult surveillance was effective in 
radically increasing "donations" during the surveillance period. 
In summary, while it seems established that models affect the 
development and acquisition of helping behavior, there is still confu-
sion on the effect of extrinsic contingencies on frequency and interest 
in helping others. Prosocial behavior, helping, or altruism are impor-
tant behaviors in human community. It is critical that society and its 
primary institutions of school and family explore in greater depth the 
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facilitating and retarding influences of extrinsic contingencies on 
helping behavior. 
RECAPITULATION 
From the literature, it appears that prosocial behavior is often 
an intrinsically motivated behavior. Some define prosocial behavior 
as that done without the presence of direct external rewards. Pro~ 
social behavior develops with age and perhaps as a result of direct 
reinforcement though more clearly through the presence and influence 
of prosocial models. 
From the literature it can be predicted that under certain cir-
cumstances this intrinsic motivation to help can be negatively affected 
with the introduction of extrinsic, material, contingent, exogenous, 
salient rewards. When these rewards set up a different context for 
the actor and confuse the identity of the self as the origin of the 
behavior, they will have a detrimental effect. Likewise, external· 
evaluation has been shown to interfere with a person's continuing moti-
vation to perform. Were helping behavior to be learned in a situation 
where external evaluation was used it could be anticipated that this 
would not only diminish a student's continuing motivation to help out-
side of the evaluation situation but also the frequency of his engaging 
in helping others. Likewise, requiring involvement in helping others 
because of its extrinsic nature can be expected to affect intrinsic 
motivation and continuing motivation negatively. 
The effect of extrinsic contingencies on helping behavior is an 
unexplored context in which to further study the facilitating and 
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retarding effects of reward, evaluation, and requirement. Lepper and 
Dafoe (1979) emphasize the need to choose an appropriate paradigm for 
varying contexts. They conclude that 11 if children in a particular 
class vary in their initial values, interests, and abilities, an 
identical program will be likely to have very different costs and 
benefits for different individuals. 11 Knowing this the challenge of 
the literature just reviewed is to further specify and identify the. 
factors in various contexts wherein reward functions differently. 
These factors at the present time appear to be cognitive in nature 
and are tied into one's attribution of both the activity and the re-
ward. The same activity can be seen as a game or a chore. The same 
reward can be seen as a bribe, a bonus, or a fair remuneration (Lepper 
and Greene, 1978). Clearly there are both facilitating and retarding 
results to the use of extrinsic contingencies. 
CHAPTER 111 
METHOD 
The following null hypotheses were tested: 
I. There will be no significant difference in the intrinsic 
motivation to help others (measured by Mayo;s Task 
Reaction Questionnaire) between students required to 
help and students invited to help others. 
II. There will be no significant difference in the continuing 
motivation to help (measured by Maehr's Continuing 
Motivation Scale) between students required to help 
and students invited to help others. 
Ill. There will be no significant difference in the frequency 
of helping behaviors performed by students required 
to help and those invited to engage in helping others 
(measured by a self report .frequency measure). 
IV. There will be no significant difference in the intrinsic 
motivation to help others between students given 
extrinsic, material, contingent, exogenous, salient 
rewards for helping and students not rewarded for 
helping. (Intrinsic motivation is measured by Mayo's 
Task Reaction Questionnaire~) 
V. There will not be a significant difference in the contin-
uing motivation to help (measured by Maehr's Continuing 
Motivation Scale) for students given an extrinsic, 
material, contingent, exogenous, salient reward and 
students not rewarded for helping others. 
VI. There will be no significant difference in the frequency 
of helping behaviors performed (measured by a self 
report frequency measure) by students given an extrin-
sic, material, contingent, exogenous, salient. reward 
and students not rewarded for helping others. 
VII. There will be no significant difference in the intrinsic 
motivation to help others (measured by Mayo's Task 
Reaction Questionnaire) between students externally 
evaluated with grades for helping and students not 
evaluated with grades for helping others. 
VI II. There will be no significant difference in the continuing 
motivation to help others (measured by Maehr 1 s Continuing 
Motivation Scale) between students externally evaluated 




IX. There will be no significant difference in the frequency 
of helping behaviors performed (measured by a self report 
frequency measure) between students externally evaluated 
with grades for helping and students not evaluated with 
grades for helping ethers. 
X. There will be no significant differences in the dependent 
variables (intrinsic motivation, continuing motivation, 
and frequency of helping others) based on subjects' year 
in high school. 
XI. There will be no significant difference in the difficulty 
of helping acts performed by subjects given rewards for· 
helping and subjects not rewarded. 
XII. There will be no significant differences in the difficulty 
of helping acts performed by subjects graded for helping 
and subjects not graded. 
SUBJECTS 
One hundred and ninety two boys (ninety six high school freshmen 
and ninety six high school juniors) were randomly selected from an all 
boys urban, Catholic, seminary high school of seven hundred and thirty-
five students. All of the students in the school were recommended to 
the school as having potential and openness to being priests in the 
Catholic Church. Table 1 presents a numerical description of the sub-
jects according to age, race, and socio-economic background {determined 
. 
by parents report of assets available through the school). It is inter-
esting to note that the subjects were primarily from a working or lower 
middle class socio-economic background. They were representative of 
the school population which draws students from a large urban setting. 
The remainder of the freshmen and junior classes not randomly selected 
as subjects for this experiment were involved in a concurrent project 
in which they were seen by the experimenter and asked to keep track 
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Table 1. A Numerical Description of Subjects According to Age, Race, 
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of the number of times they prayed at school. This was done so that 
neither these students would feel left out nor the subjects in the 
experiment feel that they were being asked to do more than their 
classmates and thereby resent their involvement in the experiment 
and affect the study's results. 
Experimental subjects were randomly assigned to one of eight 
groups assuring that there were twenty four students (twelve freshmen 
and twelve juniors) in each group. The groups were randomly assigned 
to one of eight treatments: Required to help but neither rewarded nor 
evaluated; Required to help, rewarded, but not evaluated; Required to 
help, not rewarded, but evaluated; Required to help, rewarded, and 
evaluated for helping; Invited to help, not rewarded nor evaluated; 
Invited to help, rewarded, but not evaluated; Invited to help, not 
rewarded, but evaluated for helping; Invited to help, rewarded, and 
evaluated for helping. 
PROCEDURE 
Each of the subjects in the Helping Others Project was inter-
viewed individually and face to face by the experimenter, the school's 
principal. They were told in the interview that they would be taking 
part in an eight week program called, "Exploring Directions for the 
Seminary of the 1 80 1 s. 11 A sheet of directions was given to the sub-
ject depending on the treatment group to which he had been randomly 
assigned. The experimenter carefully went over the sheet with each 
of the subjects. All were told: 
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In order to get good ideas, you have to try many different 
possibilities. Since we are looking for some good ideas for 
our seminary in the 1 80 1 s, you and your classmates are being 
asked to be involved in many different projects as we try to 
find out which programs are best for our students. 
You are being asked to be part of the "Helping Others Pro-
gram." Understand that other students will be in other programs 
or in this program but in a different way than you are involved. 
Don't let this bother you. Next year other programs will be 
happening and you may be involved in a different way at that 
time, if you want. 
Thanks for taking part. Pay close attention to the follow-
ing directions: 
Following this core message, the text of the direction sheet varied 
according to the particular experimental group. 
THOSE REQUIRED TO HELP 
One important part of a 
seminary high school is students 
helping other people. Students 
coming here are required to involve 
themselves in helping others. By 
being in this program of helping 
others, yo~ are expected to help. 
This is a requirement of the semi-
nary. This is something expected 
of you. 
You will be given a list of 
helping opportunities that can be 
done at school. A new list will 
come out every two weeks for the 
next eight weeks. YOU WILL BE 
EXPECTED TO ENGAGE IN AT LEAST 
ONE OF THESE HELPING ACTIVITIES 
DURING EACH TWO WEEK PERIOD, 
MORE IF YOU WANT. YOU WILL KEEP 
TRACK OF THE NUMBER AND TYPES OF 
HELPING ACTS YOU ENGAGE IN. Be 
careful and honest in keeping 
track of the number and types 
of helping acts you engage in. 
THOSE NOT REQUIRED TO HELP 
One important part of a 
seminary high school is students 
helping other people. Students 
coming here are invited to in-
volve themselves in helping 
others. By being in this pro-
gram of helping others, you are 
being invited to help others 
here at school. 
You will be given a list 
of helping opportunities that 
can be done at school. A new 
1 ist will come out every two 
weeks for the next eight weeks. 
YOU ARE INVITED TO ENGAGE IN ANY 
OF THESE ACTIVITIES. THERE IS 
NO OBLIGATION. YOU NEED NOT DO 
ANY OF THESE HELPING ACTS. YOU 
WILL KEEP TRACK OF THE ACTIVITIES 
YOU TAKE PART IN BY MARKING THE 
SHEET YOU ARE GIVEN. Be careful 
and honest in keeping track of 
the number and types of helping 
acts you engage in. 
Remember you are required 
to do at least one helping acti-
vity every two weeks. You will 
be asked to sign the sheet veri-
fying that what you have marked 
is true. Be honest in reporting 
what you have done. 
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Remember it is entirely up 
to you whether you help or not. 
You will be asked to sign the 
sheet verifying that what you 
have marked is true. Be honest 
in reporting what you have done. 
In addition to the comment to either the required or invited subjects, 
those assigned to the reward group were told: 
For every helping activity 
you do over and above the one 
time you are required to help 
you will receive five points 
and at the end of the two weeks 
your points will be totalled. 
If you have thirty five points 
or more you will be given the 
reward of your choice for that 
two week period. If you have 
less than thirty five points 
you will not receive that 
reward. You will be given 
every reward you earn over 
the several two week periods 
before the end of the year. 
You can earn as many as four 
or as few as none depending on 
how many times you help over 
and above the one time you 
are required to help. 
For every helping activity 
you do you will receive five points 
and at the end of the two weeks 
your points wi 11 be total led. If 
you have thirty five points or 
more you will be given the reward 
of your choice for that two week 
period. If you have less than 
thirty five points you will not 
receive that reward. You will be 
given every reward you earn over 
the several two week periods be-
fore the end of the year. You 
can earn as many as four or as 
few as none depending on how many 
times you help during each two 
week period. 
In addition to the comment to either the required or invited subjects, 
those assigned to the external evaluation group were told: 
Because helping others is 
at the heart of what we are 
about, you will be graded for 
your participation in this pro-
gram of helping others. Just as 
you are graded in your other 
courses, you will be given an 
A-B-C-D-F for how many times you 
help others over and above the 
Because helping others is 
at the heart of what we are 
about, you will be graded for 
your participation in this pro-
gram of helping others. Just as 
you are graded in your other 
courses, you will be given an 
A-B-C-0-F for how many times you 
help others. If you do not help 
one time you are expected to 
help. If you do not help 
others at school at all you 
will receive an F, if you help 
once a D, if twice a C, if 
three times a B, and if four 
or more times above the one 
time you must help an A. Your 
grade at the end of the pro-
gram will be an average of 
the four grades you received 
during the program. While 
this grade will not appear on 
your report card, a letter will 
be sent home at the end of the 
semester telling your parents 
how you have done in this pro-
gram. 
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others at school at all you will 
receive an F, if you help once a 
D, if twice a C, if three times 
a B, and if four times or more 
an A. Your grade at the end of 
the program will be a composite 
of the four grades you received 
during the program. While this 
grade will not appear on your 
report card, a letter will be 
sent home at the end of the 
semester telling your parents 
how you have done in this pro-
gram. 
After the directions were read to the student and he was given a copy 
for his reference, the student received the first helping 6thers sheet. 
At this time, too, the 11 reward condition11 subjects were given a copy 
of the first reward choice sheet. The options on the reward sheet 
were drawn up after a random selection of one hundred high school 
students (not subjects in this experiment but students from the same 
school) and fifty high school teachers were asked for suggestions of 
school rewards that high school students would value. The reward 
choice sheet was the same for the first three two-week periods. In 
the final two week period of the experiment a new form of the reward 
sheet was used because this period ended toward the end of the school 
year and the experimenter was concerned that some rewards on the ori-
ginal reward choice sheet (e.g. period off) might be seen as unattrac-
tive in the final week before semester exams (see Appendix A). 
The procedure during the four two-week periods can best be 
understood by referring to Table 2. 
Table 2. Phases of Helping Others Experiment 
PHASE ONE: Steps Prior to Beginning Experiment 
1. A sample of one hundred students and fifty faculty were polled to determine school 
rewards valued by students and helping opportunities possible at school. 
2. Reward Choice Sheets were drawn up. Sheet I for use in the first three two-week 
periods and Sheet I I for the final two week period of the experiment. 
3. Helping Others Sheets were drawn up. Sheet I for the first two week period, Sheet II 
for the second and third two week period, and Sheet I II for the final two week period 
of the experiment. 
4. Each of the one hundred and ninety-two subjects was interviewed individually and face-
to-face by the experimenter and given a sheet describing their involvement in the Helping 
Others Program. (At this time freshmen and juniors not randomly selected for involvement 
in the experiment were interviewed and told they would be involved in a Prayer Program 
structured in a way similar to the Helping Others Program.) 
5. Reward condition subjects were given Reward Choice Sheet I on which they chose the 
reward they would work for in the first two week period. 
PHASE TWO: First Two Week Period of the Experiment 
Beginning: 
1. Helping Others Sheet I was given out in homeroom. 
During: 
2. Subjects were reminded in their religion class six times during the two weeks of the 
Helping Others and Prayer Programs. 
3. Subjects were interviewed individually and face-to-face by the experimenter and reminded 
of the particular conditions with which they were involved in the project. At this time 
questions were answered and any confusions were clarified. 
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Table 2 Continued 
4. Reward condition subjects were asked what reward they had chosen in order to determine 
how conscious they were of the reward they had picked two weeks before. They were told 
whether they had earned the reward. If they had arrangements were made for them to get 
the reward. They were given Reward Choice Sheet I again in order to pick the reward they 
would work for in the second two week period. 
5. Helping Others Sheet I was collected in homeroom. 
PHASE THREE: Second Two Week Period of the Experiment 
Beginning: 
1. Helping Others Sheet II for second two week period was given out in homeroom. 
During: 
2. Subjects were reminded in their religion class six times during the two weeks of 
the Helping Others and Prayer Programs. 
End: 
3, Subjects were interviewed individually and face-to-face by the experimenter and reminded 
of the particular conditions with which they were involved in the project. At this time 
questions were answered and any confusions were clarified. (At this time freshmen and 
juniors not randomly selected were reminded about the Prayer Program.) 
4. Reward condition subjects were asked what reward they had chosen in order to determine how 
conscious they were of the reward they had picked two weeks before. They were told whether 
they had earned the reward. If they had arrangements were made for them to get the reward. 
They were given Reward Choice Sheet I again in order to pick the reward they would work for 
in the third two week period. · 
5. Helping Others Sheet I I for the second two week period was collected in homeroom. 
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PHASE FOUR: Third Two Week Period of the Experiment 
Beginning: 
1. Helping Others Sheet II for the third two week period was given out in homeroom. 
During: 
2. Subjects were reminded In their Religion class six times during the two weeks of the 
Helping Others and Prayer Program. 
End: 
3. Subjects were interviewed individually and face-to-face by the experimenter and reminded 
of the particular conditions with which they were involved in the project. At this time 
questions were answered and any confusions were clarified. (At this time freshmen and 
juniors not randomly selected were reminded about the Prayer Program). 
4. Reward condition subjects were asked what reward they had chosen in order to determine how 
conscious they were of the reward they had picked two weeks before. They were told whether 
they had earned the reward. If they had arrangements were made for them to get the reward. 
They were given Reward Choice Sheet II in order to pick the reward they would work for in 
the fourth two week period. 
5. Helping Others Sheet I I for the third two week period was collected in homeroom. Students 
who forgot sheet were reminded until it was turned in. 
PHASE FIVE: 
Beginning: 
1. Helping Others Sheet I I I for the final two week period was given out In homeroom. 
During: 
2. Subjects were reminded in their rel iglon class six times during the two weeks of the 
Helping Others and Prayer Program. J:-
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3. Arrangements were made for subjects who earned reward to receive their reward. 
4. Helping Others Sheet I I I for the final two week period was collected in homeroom. 
PHASE SIX: After the experiment 
1. Subjects were given the Continuing Motivation Scale {Maehr, 1976) to fill out 
{see Table 3). 
2. Subjects were given the Task Reaction Questionnaire {Mayo, 1977) to fill out 
(see Appendix C). 
3. Subjects were given the Experiment Questionnaire to fill out (see Appendix D). 
4. A sample of subjects (N=30) were asked to rate each of the helping opportunities as 
easy, hard, very hard for a high school student to perform. A weighted helping score 
was established based on one for each easy helping act, two for each hard, and three 
for each very hard helping activity performed. (Among the forty-one possible helping 
activities on the Helping Others Sheets I, I I, I I I, twenty were identified as easy, 
twenty as hard 1 and one as very hard for a high school student to accomplish.) 
5. The experimenter obtained the previously gathered data on each subject including 
Otis-Lennon l.Q. score; S-Theme Score, Social Service, Religious Activity, Teaching, 
Introversion/Extroversion Scores from the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory; and the 





Students received the helping others forms in their homerooms. 
They were also collected in the homeroom. The helping others form 
(see Appendix B) had the student's name typed on it and along the side 
a description of how they were involved in this program. There were 
three different forms (the form in the second and third two week periods 
was identical) to offer the student some variety of possible helping 
opportunities. On the sheets subjects were invited to add other h_elp-
ing activities they did at school that were not listed on the sheet or 
to add ways that they help at home. Subjects were reminded in class 
about the project. This was done three days a week throughout the pro-
ject. The teacher read a standard statement that changed each day. 
The main message of each comment was to remind the subjects to keep 
track of each time they helped at school and to be honest in what 
they were recording on their sheet. Subjects were merely asked to sign 
the sheet when they turned it in and to declare that they provided hon-
est information to the experimenter. After each two week period, the 
experimenter again saw each of the subjects individually and face to 
face to remind them of the program and of the way that they were in-
volved in the program. It was considered important that the experiment-
er see each of the subjects and not just the "reward condition 11 sub-
jects so one group would not be receiving more of the experimenter's 
attention. During these meetings, subjects in the reward condition 
were either given their reward or told that they had fallen short of 
the number of times they needed to help. At this time, subjects were 
invited to ask questions about the program. If any subject commented 
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that some classmates were being rewarded while he was not (N=lO), he 
was asked how he felt about that. He was also told that next year there 
would be other programs and he could be involved in a different way, if 
he wanted. Subjects required to help at least once in the two weeks 
were reminded of their obligation. Subjects evaluated for the number 
of times they helped each two weeks were reminded that they would be 
graded for their part in the program. The experimenter saw each of .the 
subjects four times during the experiment. 
At the end of the program, students were asked to fill out a for-
mal commitment form containing three sequentially and hierarchically 
ordered items. A first item asked them to indicate (no, uncertain, yes) 
their willingness to participate in helping others in the future. If 
subjects indicated such a willingness, they were asked to respond to a 
second question asking them to state (no, uncertain, yes) whether they 
would do this on their own time. If their response was yes, subjects 
then were asked to indicate a specific time and write down their name. 
The questions were organized as a Guttman scale and scored as outlined 
in Table 3 (Maehr, 1976). This constituted a measure of continuing 
motivation to engage in helping behaviors in the future. 
At the end of the semester, students were asked to fill out the 
Task Reaction Questionnaire (Mayo, 1976) (see Appendix C). This twenty-
three item scale was developed especially to measure intrinsic motiva-
tion. The scale was developed over three phases. Phase one was the 
development of a psychometrically sound questionnaire to measure intrin-
sic motivation. In attempting to do this, Mayo initially defined the 
area of content from which items could be generated for the original 
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Table 3. Description of Procedure for Scoring Continuing Motivation 
Scale 






























pool. Then Mayo sampled different contents which comprise the con-
struct of intrinsic motivation from all known alternative theoretical 
viewpoints. Having developed and tested the various item pools, Mayo 
tested the instrument's reliability using Cronbach 1 s coefficient alpha. 
The value was .93. The scale was shown to be relatively free of social 
desirability response set. In phase two, Mayo showed the value of his 
instrument in being able to discriminate changes in intrinsic motiva-
tion. Thus phase two showed the utility of the intrinsic motivation 
scale in the measurement of experimental effects. In phase three Mayo 
found support for Deci's (1975) contention that financial incentives 
have a negative impact on intrinsic motivation. To make sense to the 
subjects of this experiment, the word "puzzle" was replaced by the phrase 
"helping others at school." This was the measure of intrinsic motivation. 
The frequency of engaging in helping behaviors was tallied every 
two weeks and totalled at the end of the experiment. Students were 
not told of the quantity of helping acts engaged in. The first helping 
act every two week period performed by the required groups was not 
counted in that this was demanded. Each time an activity was marked it 
was counted, for example, four checks next to picking up 1 itter were 
counted as four. Any helping activities added to the sheet by the sub-
ject were counted if they were done at school. 
A questionnaire was given out at the end of the study checking on 
the subject's knowledge of the conditions under which he was involved in 
the study. The questionnaire (see Appendix D) also asked of the "reward 
condition" subjects the value (bad, poor, okay, good, excellent) of the 
rewards and of the "no-reward condition" subjects how they felt (angry, 
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disappointed, didn't bother, just as happy) about not being rewarded. 
Finally the questionnaire inquired of the subject's awareness of his 
own and others' honesty throughout the experiment, a random sample of 
subjects (N=JO) were asked to rate each of the helping opportunities as 
easy, hard, very hard for a student to perform. From this a weighted 
helping score was determined. Easy helping acts were counted as one, 
hard helping acts were counted two, and very hard heloing acts were 
counted three. This was used to compare the kinds of helping opportuni-
ties engaged in by the rewarded and non-rewarded groups. 
For each subject participating in the experiment, a measure of l.Q. 
(Otis-Lennon), a measure of interest in a career involving people (Strong-
Campbell Interest Inventory), and a measure of need for achievement 
(Mehrabian's Questionnaire Measure of Individual Differences in Achiev-
ing Tendency, 1978) was taken. 
DESIGN AND STATISTICAL ANALYSES 
A four way factorial analysis of variance (2x2x2x2) was done in 
which levels of expectation (required and invited) were partitioned with 
level of reward (reward and no-reward) and with level of external eval-
uation (grade and no-grade) and year in high school (freshmen and junior). 
The four partitioned variables are the independent variables of the 
experiment. The four major dependent variables were the frequencies of 
helping measured by a self report frequency measure. the weiqhted fre-
quencies of helpinq. the scores on the measure of continuinq motivation, 
and the scores on the measure of continuing motivation, and the scores 
on the Task Reaction Questionnaire (see Table 4). 
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Table 4. Summary of Analytic Paradigm Describing the Four Way 
Analysis of Variance for Frequency of Helping, for 
Intrinsic Motivation, for Continuing Motivation, and 





















Independent Variables: Reward/No Reward 
Grades/No Grades Given 
Freshmen/Juniors 
Required to help/Invited to 
help 
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Table 4 continued 
Dependent Variables: Frequency of helping at school 
(measured by self report fre-
quency measure) 
Intrinsic Motivation (measured 
by Mayo's Task Reaction 
Questionnaire) 
Continuing Motivation (measured 
by Maehr's scale) 
Difficulty of helping acts 
performed 
N.B. This analytic paradigm was used separately for each dependent 
variable. 
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A regression analysis was performed with the data utilizing the 
measures of l.Q., the S-Theme score of the Strong-Campbell Interest 
Inventory related to the concern one has with the welfare of others, 
and the need for achievement scores from the Mehrabian Questionnaire 
Measure of Individual Differences in Achieving Tendency to determine 
the effects of these person variables on the data. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
This field experiment explored the effect of several independent 
variables (year in high school, reward, evaluation, and requirement) on 
a number of dependent variables, namely, frequency of helping others 
(measured by a self report frequency measure), intrinsic interest in 
helping others (measured by Mayo's Task Reaction Que5tionnaire), co~­
tinuing motivation to help others (measured by Maehr's Continuing 
Motivation Scale), and the difficulty of helping acts chosen by subjects 
to perform. In reporting the results of the experiment, there will first 
be a descriptive analysis of each treatment condition (the reward condi-
tion, the evaluation condition, and the required condition). 
Related to the reward condition, the results will indicate which 
rewards were most often chosen, whether there was a difference by year 
for reward chosen, how often the rewards were earned, how salient the 
rewards were to the subjects, how valuable the rewards were to the sub-
jects, and how subjects not rewarded felt about the fact that rewards 
were given to some subjects. 
Related to the evaluation condition, the results will indicate 
what grades evaluated subjects earned and how salient this evaluation 
was to the subjects. 
Related to the required condition, the results will report whether 
subjects fulfilled the requirements imposed by the experimenter (the 
subjects' school principal) and how salient these expectations were to 
subjects. 
This descriptive analysis of the various treatment conditions 
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will be followed by a descriptive analysis of the kinds of helping op-
portunities performed by subjects. This will be followed by a report 
on the honesty of the subjects in recording the frequency of their 
helping others. 
Following these descriptive analyses, results of the several 
factorial analyses of variances will be reported exploring the effect 
of requirement, reward, evaluation, and year in high school on frequency 
of helping, intrinsic interest in helping, continuing motivation to help, 
and the difficulty of helping acts chosen by subjects to perform. 
The result section will conclude with a report of the multiple 
regression used to predict frequency of helping others, intrinsic inter-
est in helping and continuing motivation to help others from IQ score 
{Otis-Lennon); occupational interest in working with people, interest 
in social service occupations, interest ~n teaching, interest in reli-
gious activities, and introversion/extroversion characteristics {meas-
ured by the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory}; and need for achievement 
{measured by Mehrabian 1 s Questionnaire Measure of Individual Differences 
in Achieving Tendency). 
REWARD CONDITION 
Ninety six subjects {forty eight freshmen and forty eight juniors) 
were exposed to the reward condition. Subjects were given a choice of 
rewards each of the four two-week periods. The school rewards were 
suggested by a group of high school students and teachers. 
Table 5 shows the frequency of rewards chosen crossed by year. 
A period off from a class of the student's choice was the most often 
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Table 5. Frequency of School Rewards Chosen by Freshmen and Juniors 
Reward Choice Frequency of Choice 
Freshmen Juniors Total 
N % N % N % 
Pass to Cance 1 
Detention 12 .06 07 .04 19 .05 
Free Lunch 14 .07 21 .11 J5 .09 
Off Campus Lunch 07 .04 08 .04 15 .04 
Period Off From 
Class of Choice 55 .29 59 .Jl 114 .JO 
Pass for Game Room 
+ $1.00 for Games 04 .02 01 .005 05 .01 
Surprise Field Trip 06 .OJ 20 • 10 26 .07 
Use of Gym and Pool 
with Five Friends 41 .21 26 . 14 67 • 17 
Exemption from 
Homework 02 .01 OJ .02 05 .01 
Exemption from 
Dress Code 29 • 15 22 . 11 51 • l J 
Chance on $25.00 
Drawing 08 .04 07 .04 15 .04 
Surprise Gift 05 .OJ 15 .08 20 .05 
Use of School 
Elevator 08 .04 02 • 01 10 .OJ 
Wild Card 01 .005 01 .005 02 .005 
58 
chosen reward for both freshmen and juniors. Use of the gym and pool 
with five friends was the next most frequently chosen reward and exemp-
tion from the school's dress code the third most often chosen. In the 
second and fourth two week period there was a significant difference 
between the rewards the freshmen chose and the rewards the juniors 
chose (x2=24.55 with 8 degrees of freedom, p<.002 and x2=17.92 with 
7 degrees of freedom, p<.01 respectively). The major differences in 
choice were that freshmen chose the use of the gym and pool with friends 
fourteen times as opposed to twice by juniors and juniors chose the sur-
prise field trip eleven times as opposed to the freshmen who selected 
it only once in the second two-week period. In the fourth two-week 
period juniors chose the free lunch and surprise gift many times more 
than did freshmen. 
The reward chosen was earned contingent upon scoring thirty five 
points for helping others during the two-week period. A subject scored 
five points for each time he helped at school or in a school related 
activity. During the first two-week period, twenty four subjects 
(twelve freshmen and twelve juniors) did not earn the reward chosen. 
Seventy two subjects (thirty six freshmen and thirty six juniors) did 
earn the reward chosen. During the second two-week period, fifteen sub-
jects (nine freshmen and six juniors) did not earn the reward chosen. 
Eighty one subjects (thirty nine freshmen and forty two juniors) did 
earn the reward chosen. In the third two-week period, sixteen subjects 
(seven freshmen and nine juniors) did not earn the reward chosen. 
Eighty subjects (forty one freshmen and thirty nine juniors) did earn 
the reward chosen. There was no significant difference between two-
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week periods in the number of subjects who did or did not earn the 
reward chosen. Clearly more of the reward subjects earned the reward 
than did not earn the reward. Consistently fifteen per cent of the sub-
jects did not earn the reward and eighty five per cent of the subjects 
did earn the reward for helping a minimum of seven times over the two 
weeks. There was no consistency between the subjects who did not earn 
the reward. Only one of the ninety six subjects in the reward condition 
did not earn any reward, six did not earn three of the four possible 
rewards chosen, and nine did not earn two of the rewards. 
In order to determine the salience of the reward to the subjects 
in the reward condition, the experimenter asked the subject two weeks 
after the reward had been chosen what reward he had chosen. In the 
first two-week period, six of the ninety six subjects in the reward con-
dition did not remember or remembered wrongly the reward they had chosen. 
Eighty five remembered correctly the specific reward they had chosen 
prior to being given that reward. Five subjects were not asked. In 
the second two-week period, sixteen subjects did not remember or re-
membered incorrectly the reward they had chosen. Sixty six did remem-
ber. Fourteen were not asked. In the third two-week period, eighteen 
subjects did not remember or remembered wrongly the reward they had 
chosen. Sixty-nine subjects remembered correctly. Five were not asked. 
No subjects were asked about the final reward they had chosen. Consis-
tently better than eighty per cent of the subjects, asked about the re-
ward they had chosen two weeks before, remembered what that reward was. 
In a questionnaire given to subjects at the end of the experiment, 
one hundred and eighty four (95.8%) of the one hundred and ninety two 
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subjects correctly identified whether they were in the reward or the 
non-reward condition. When asked how potent they felt the rewards 
offered were, none of the reward condition subjects rated the rewards 
offered as bad or poor. Fifteen of the reward condition subjects fe1t 
the rewards were okay, fifty two fe]t they were good, and twenty nine 
felt they were excel Jent. A11 of the non-rewarded subjects with the 
exception of fifteen (16%) knew that some subjects w~re being rewarded 
for helping others at school. When asked how they felt about the fact 
that some of their classmates were being rewarded for helping at schoo1 
and they were not, only one said he was angry, fifteen said they were 
disappointed, sixty nine said it didn't bother them, and ten indicated 
they were just as happy not to be rewarded for helping others at schoo1 
and one did not respond. 
EVALUATED CONDITION 
Ninety six subjects were graded for their involvement in helping 
others. Their grade depended on the number of times they helped during 
each two week period. Table 6 gives the breakdown of the grades sub-
jects received during each of the four two-week periods and the final 
grade they received for their part in this project. This grade was 
sent home to the subject's parents. 
When asked at the end of the experiment to identify whether they 
were in the evaluation or non-evaluation condition, one hundred and 
seventy four (90.6%) of the one hundred and ninety two subjects cor-
rectly identified whether their helping of others at schoo] was being 
graded. It appears the great majority of subjects were conscious of 
Table 6. Grades Earned by Evaluated Subjects During Each of the 










01 (01 %) 
02 (02%) 
00 (00%) 




























Note: Subjects earned an A for helping four or more times, a B for 
helping three times, a C for help.ing twice, a D for helping 
once, and an F for not helping at all. The final grade was 
an average of the four grades. 
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whether they were being evaluated. 
REQUIRED CONDITION 
Ninety six subjects were required by the experimenter (the sub-
jects' principal) to perform at least one helping activity at school 
every two week period. Every required subject through their self report 
form indicated that they did at least one helping activity at schoo.1 
every two weeks. The experimenter reminded the required subjects every 
two weeks of the expectation that they must help at least once. At no 
time was it necessary for the experimenter to confront the subjects for 
not meeting the expectation. 
When asked at the end of the experiment to indicate whether they 
were required to help others at school or not, one hundred and forty 
seven (76.6%) out of the one hundred and ninety two subjects responded 
correctly. Forty one of the forty five who were incorrect in identify-
ing whether they were required to help at school or if it was up to 
them to decide, were in the required condition. It is possible these 
subjects misunderstood the question in that the experimenter informed 
them that they were expected to help at school once and could help more 
if they wanted. 
HELPING OPPORTUNITIES 
Each two weeks the subjects were given a sheet containing possible 
helping opportunities at school. They were asked to mark the sheet each 
time they performed a helping act at school. Table 7 lists the helping 
opportunities with the mean frequency for each. In the first two-week 
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Table 7. Description of Subjects' Performance of Helping Opportunities 
During Each of Four Two-Week Periods 
First Two Week Period 
Helping Opportunity Sum Mean 
Helping a Teacher at School 259 1 .349 
Money to Missions 173 .901 
Cans to Food Drive 42 .219 
Tutoring a Student 151 .786 
Picking Up Litter 442 2.302 
Helping a Student in a Jam 228 1 .187 
Helping on Soup Line 10 .052 
Organizing a Student Activity 29 • 151 
Volunteering to Help in 69. .359 
Activity 
Going Out of Way to Help 186 .969 
Student or Teacher 
Second Two Week Period 
Helping Opportunity Sum Mean 
Cleaning Up Cafeteria 280 1.458 
Giving Student Needed Money 366 1.906 
Helping with Evening Activity 21 .109 
Helping Teacher 175 • 911 
Picking Up Litter 323 1.682 
Helping Mr. H. 4 .021 
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Table 7 Continued 
Tutoring Students 117 .609 
Helping Fr. B. 6 .031 
Helping Student in a Jam 201 1.047 
Helping in a Student Activity 42 .219 
Third Two Week Period 
Helping Opportunity Sum Mean 
Cleaning Up Cafeteria 346 1 .802 
Giving Student Needed Money 376 1.958 
Volunteering to Melp at 
Evening Activity 23 .120 
Helping Teacher 162 .844 
Picking Up Litter 340 1.771 
Helping Mr. H. 3 .016 
Tutoring Students 130 .677 
Helping Fr. B. .005 
Helping a Student in a Jam 207 1.078 
Helping in a Student Activity 52 .271 
Fourth Two Week Period 
Helping Opportunity Sum Mean 
Cleaning Graffitti 241 1.255 
Helping a Coach 129 .672 
Helping with an Evening Activity 35 .182 
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Table 7 Continued 
Cleaning Up Cafeteria 370 1.927 
Helping Mr. H. 2 .010 
Helping Fr. K. 5 .026 
Helping Fr. B. 8 .042 . 
Helping Mrs. L. 24 .125 
Tutoring Students 170 .885 
Helping a Student in a Jam 271 1.411 
Picking Up Litter 339 1. 766 
' J 
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period, the helping acts at school most often performed were picking up 
litter (x=2.302), helping a teacher at school (x=l .349), and helping 
out a student in a jam (x=l.187). In the second two week period, the 
three helping opportunities most often performed were giving a student 
some needed money (x=l.906), picking up litter (x=l.682), and cleaning 
up the cafeteria (x=l.458). In the third two week period, the three 
helping activities most often performed were giving students needed 
money <X=l.958), cleaning up the cafeteria (x=l.802), and picking up 
litter (x=l.771). In the fourth two week period, the three helping 
activities most often performed were cleaning up the cafeteria (x=l.927), 
picking up litter (x=l.766), and helping a student in a jam (x=l.411). 
During the first two week period subjects performed one thousand 
six hundred and sixty nine (l,669) helping acts at school (x= 8.69). 
During the second two week period subjects performed one thousand five 
hundred and sixty four (1,564) helping acts at school (x=8.14). During 
the third two week period subjects performed one thousand six hundred 
and sixty one (1,661) helping acts (x=8.65). In the final two week 
period, subjects performed one thousand six hundred and fifty (1,650) 
helping acts at school (x=8.59). There was no significant difference 
between the number of helping acts performed in any of the four two-
week periods. The total number of helping acts performed by the sub-
jects of the experiment were six thousand five hundred and forty four 
(6,544; x=34.o8). 
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HONESTY OF SELF REPORT 
Subjects were asked to record the times they helped at school by 
marking the Helping Others Sheet each two week period. Subjects were 
asked each two weeks to sign the sheet as their word verifying that 
they actually did perform what they had recorded. Among the forty one 
possible helping opportunities for the eight weeks, eleven were unobtru-
sivemeasures. From these eleven helping acts, the experimenter had a 
check on the honesty of the subjects' self report. Subjects reported 
one hundred and seven instances of these helping acts over the course 
of the experiment. The experimenter was able to verify all one hundred 
and seven iristances. Similarly there were only one hundred and seven 
instances that subjects could have reported. Subjects were accurate in 
recording the unobtrusive acts they had performed and honest in only 
reporting those acts. 
In a questionnaire given to subjects after the experiment, they 
were asked to indicate if they knew whether others were honest in report-
ing what they did and if they had been honest in their self reporting. 
Table 8 shows the breakdown by year of subjects' perception of others• 
honesty and their own honesty in self reporting. Of the seventeen re-
porting themselves as dishonest seven were in the reward condition and 
ten in the non-reward condition; eight were in the evaluation condition 
and nine in the non-evaluation condition; fourteen were in the required 
condition and three in the non-required condition. Only four subjects 
reported that neither they nor others were honest in their self reports. 
The fifty three subjects who reported that others were dishonest gave 
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Table 8. Subjects' Perception of Their Own and Others' Honesty in 
Reporting Helping Acts Performed at School 






















only one reason for their perception. Some (N=22) indicated that they 
saw subjects marking their sheet just before they turned them in which 
caused them to wonder whether they had actually performed the helping 
acts. No one indicated that they knew first-hand that others had been 
dishonest in their self report. 
EFFECT OF REQUIREMENTS 
It was hypothesized that students required to engage in helping 
behavior would not differ significantly from students invited to help 
in the frequency of their helping others. When required helping acts 
were not counted (one in every two week period totalling four for each 
subject), this null hypothesis was rejected. Required subjects helped 
significantly fewer times than subjects invited to help. 
It was hypothesized that students required to engage in helping 
behavior would not differ significantly from students invited to help 
in their intrinsic motivation to help others. This null hypothesis 
was not rejected, indicating that in this experiment requiring subjects 
to help did not decrease their intrinsic interest in helping. 
It was hypothesized that students required to engage in helping 
behavior would not differ significantly from students invited to help 
in their continuing motivation to help others. This null hypothesis 
was not rejected, indicating that in this experiment requiring subjects 
to help did not decrease their continuing motivation to help others. 
Finally, it was hypothesized that students required to engage in 
helping behavior would not differ significantly from students invited 
to help in the difficulty of helping acts chosen by subjects to perform. 
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This null hypothesis was not rejected, indicating that subjects required 
to help did not choose easier helping opportunities than subjects invited 
to help. 
Tables 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 summarize the results of 2x2x2x2 
ANOVAS in which levels of expectation (required and invited) were par-
titioned with level of reward (reward and no reward) and with level of 
external evaluation (graded and not graded) and year in high school 
(freshmen and juniors). There was no significant difference in main 
effects for any of the dependent variables except the effect of require-
ment on the frequency of helping acts performed at school when the one 
required helping act demanded by the experimenter was not counted. 
Subjects required to help performed significantly fewer helping acts 
than subjects invited to help (F=6.S74, p<.011). 
There was a significant difference in the frequency of helping 
acts performed in the two way interaction for reward and requirement. 
When required acts were not counted F (1, 181) = 6.321, p<.013 and this 
significance was also found when required acts were counted F (1, 181) = 
6.435, p<.012. Table 14 shows the results of the interaction effect 
and Tukey's HSD test for significance. When required acts were not 
counted, Tukey's HSD was 7.69 for the .05 level of significance. By 
this criteria there was a significant difference at the .05 level. 
Not required and not rewarded subjects helped significantly more often 
than required and not rewarded subjects. All other differences were 
not significant. When required acts were coLmted, Tukey 1 s HSD was 
also 7.69 for the .05 level. By this criteria none of the group means 
proved significantly different. 
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Table 9. Summary of Factorial Analysis of Variance Exploring the 
Effect of Requirement, Evaluation, Reward, and Year in 
High School on Subjects' Frequency of Helping When Required 
Helping Acts Were Counted 























































































Table 10. Summary of Factorial Analysis of Variance Exploring the 
Effect of Requirement, Evaluation, Reward and Year in 
High School on Subjects• Frequency of Helping When 
Required Helping Acts Were Not Counted 























































































Table 11. Summary of Factorial Analysis of Variance Exploring the 
Effect of Requirement, Evaluation, Reward, and Year in 
High School on Subjects' Continuing Motivation to Help Others 


























































































Table 12. Summary of Factorial Analysis of Variance Exploring the 
Effect of Requirement, Evaluation, Reward, and Year in 
High School on Subjects' Intrinsic Motivation to Help Others 























































































Table 13. Summary of Factorial Analysis of Variance Exploring the 
Effect of Requirement, Evaluation, Reward and Year in 
High School on Subjects' Performance of Difficult Helping 
Activities at School 























































































Table 14. Results of 2-Way Interaction (Reward and Requirement) In 
Frequency of Helping Acts Performed and Summary of 
Tukey's HSD Test for Significance Between Means 
When Required Acts of Subjects When Required Acts of Subjects 
Were Not Counted Were Counted 
38 
37 37 Not Not Rewarded (36.48) 
36 36 
35 35 
en 34 34 c 
Q. 33 33 
Cl> Rewarded Rewarded 
:I: 32 (33.04) Rewarded 32 (33.04) 
"- (32.94) 0 31 31 
>-0 30 30 c 
Cl> 
::J 29 . 29 0- Not Rewarded Cl> 
L. 28 28 (29.88) LL 
27 27 
26 26 
25 Not Rewarded 25 
(25.88) 
Not Required Not Required 
Required To Help Required To Help 
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Req Not Req Not Req 
Rew Rew Not Rew 
32,94 33.04 36.48 
7.06 7. 16 10. 60,'t 
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Each subject was given a Weighted Helping Score for the diffi-
culty of the helping acts they chose to perform. There was a signi-
ficant difference in the difficulty of helping acts performed in the 
two-way interaction for reward and requirement F (1, 181) = 6.686, 
p<.011. 
Table 15 shows the results of the interaction and of Tukey's HSD 
test for significance. Tukey's HSD was 11.7 at the .05 level of signi-
ficance. By this criteria none of the differences in means proved 
significant. 
There was no significance found for requirement•s effect on 
subjects' continuing motivation to help (measured by Maehr's Continuing 
Motivation Scale) or subjects• intrinsic motivation to help (measured 
by Mayo's Task Reaction Questionnaire). 
EFFECT OF REWARD 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in the frequency of helping behaviors performed by students given an 
extrinsic, material, contingent, exogenous, salient reward and students 
not rewarded for helping others. This null hypothesis was not rejected, 
indicating that rewarded subjects did not help more or less often than 
subjects not rewarded for helping. 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in intrinsic motivation to help others between students given extrinsic, 
material, contingent, exogenous, salient rewards for helping and students 
not rewarded for helping. This null hypothesis was not rejected, indi-
cating that subjects rewarded for helping did not result in a decrease 
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Table 15. Results of 2-Way Interaction (Reward and Requirement) In 
Weighted Helping Score and Summary of Tukey's HSD Test 
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in intrinsic motivation to help others. 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in the continuing motivation to help others for students given an extrin-
sic, material, contingent, exogenous, salient reward and students not 
rewarded for helping others. This null hypothesis was not rejected, 
indicating that subjects rewarded for helping did not result in a de-
crease in continuing interest in helping others. 
Finally, it was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
difference in the difficulty of helping acts chosen by subjects to be 
performed between subjects given an extrinsic, material, contingent, 
exogenous, salient reward and students not rewarded for helping others. 
This null hypothesis was not rejected, indicating that subjects rewarded 
for helping did not choose easier helping tasks to perform. 
Ninety six subjects were offered the choice of a material reward 
contingent upon their performance of seven or more helping acts per-
formed at school over and above the one helping act some were required 
to do. 
Overall, there were no significant main effects due to reward for 
any of the dependent variables (frequency of helping, continuing motiva-
tion to help others, intrinsic motivation to help others, or difficulty 
of helping acts performed) of the experiment. The results for the 2-way 
interaction effect between reward and requirement on the frequency of 
helping acts performed and subjects• Weighted Helping Score are summar-
ized in Tables 14 and 15. 
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EFFECT OF EVALUATION 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in the frequency of helping behaviors performed between students exter-
nally evaluated with grades for helping and students not evaluated with 
grades for helping others. This null hypothesis was not rejected, indi-
cating that subjects graded for helping did not help more or less often 
than subjects not graded. 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in intrinsic motivation to help between subjects externally evaluated 
with grades for helping and subjects not evaluated with grades for 
helping others. This null hypothesis was not rejected, indicating that 
subjects graded for helping did not result in a decrease in intrinsic 
interest in helping. 
It was hypothesized that there wouid be no significant difference 
in continuing motivation to help others between subjects externally 
evaluated with grades for helping and subjects not evaluated with grades. 
This null hypothesis was not rejected, indicating that subjects graded 
for helping did not result in a decrease in continuing motivation to 
help others. 
Finally, it was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
difference in the difficulty of helping acts chosen by subjects to per-
form between students externally evaluated with grades for helping and 
students not evaluated with grades. This null hypothesis was not re-
jected, indicating that subjects graded for helping did not choose 
easier helping opportunities to perform. 
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Ninety six subjects were graded for their involvement in helping 
others. Each two week period they received an A/B/C/D/F depending on 
whether they indicated they helped four or more times/three times/two 
times/one time/not at all during the two week period. 
There were no significant main effects or interaction effects 
involving the evaluation/non-evaluation condition. The results show 
no support for rejecting the null hypotheses which state that there 
would be no difference between evaluated and non-evaluated subjects 
in their frequency of helping, their continuing motivation to help 
others, their intrinsic motivation to help others, or their performance 
of difficult helping acts. 
The only near significant interaction effect was related to the 
I 
dependent variable of intrinsic motivation measured by Mayo's Task 
Reaction Questionnaire. The 2-way interaction for Year (Freshmen or 
Juniors) and Evaluation (Graded or not graded) had an F (1, 181) = 
3.042 p<.083 (see Table 12). Evaluated Junior subjects had a mean 
score on the Helping Others Questionnaire of 109.73; Freshmen Non-
Evaluated subjects had a mean score of 113.02; Junior Non-Evaluated 
subjects had a mean score of 114.73; and Freshmen Evaluated subjects 
had a mean score of 118.50. While not significant there was a strong 
interaction effect. 
EFFECT OF YEAR IN HIGH SCHOOL 
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant difference 
in the frequency of helping others, intrinsic interest in helping others, 
continuing motivation to help others, and the difficulty of helping acts 
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chosen by subjects to perform based on subjects' year in high school 
(freshman or junior). These null hypotheses were not rejected, indicat-
ing that year in high school was not a significant factor in the experi-
ment. 
With the exception of the nearly significant interaction effect 
of Year and Evaluation on intrinsic motivation, there were no signi-
ficant results due to subjects• year in high school. 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ON PERSONAL VARIABLES 
For each subject in the experiment, the experimenter had an IQ 
score (Otis-Lennon) taken when the subjects entered high school; a 
Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory including a score for occupational 
interest in working with people (S-Theme), a score for interest jn 
social service occupations (socserv), teaching (teach), and religious 
activities (relact), as well as a score for introversion/extroversion 
(intext); and a measure of need for achievement (Mehrabian's Question-
naire Measure of Individual Differences in Achieving Tendency, 1978). 
These were used as independent variables in separate stepwise multiple 
regressions for the dependent variables of frequency of helping, con-
tinuing motivation, and intrinsic motivation for helping others. 
Table 16 shows the results of the Maximum R2 Improvement Tech-
nique from the SAS statistical package for the dependent variables 
(continuing motivation, intrinsic motivation, frequency of helping 
others). 
For continuing motivation, the best seven variable model found 
Table 16. Summary of Maximum R Square Improvement Resulting from the Following Independent 
Variables: IQ, Interest in Working with People, Interest in Social Service, Teaching, 
Religious Activity, Introversion/Extroversion, Need for Achievement 
Dependent Variable: Continuing Motivation to Help Others 
Best Seven Variable Model Found 
Analysis of Variance 
Source of Variance OF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Prob F 
Regression 7 90.4816 12.9559 7.64 .0001 
Error 184 311 . 3882 1.6923 
Total 191 401 .8698 
R2=0.2252 
Var lab 1 es B Value F Prob F 
S-Theme 
-0.0550 3.60 o.0592ns 
Socserv 0.0365 3. 19 o.0758ns 
Re lac 0.0488 8.75 ** 0.0035 
Teach 0.0231 2.87 0.0921ns 
IQ 0.0045 0.22 0.6381ns 
0.0089 ** Mera 7,35 0 .0073 
lntext -0.0227 2.53 o.1136ns 
00 
J:-
Table 16 Continued 
Dependent Variable: Intrinsic Motivation to Help Others 
Best Seven Variable Model Found 
Analysis of Variance 
Source of Variance OF Sum of Squares 
Regress ion 7 23689.1356 
Error 184 59741.8592 
Total 191 83430.9948 
2 R =0.2839 
Variables B Value F Prob F 
S-Theme 0.0440 0.01 0.9128ns 
Socserv 0.3807 1.81 0. 1801 ns 
o.4585 4.02 * Re lac 0.0465 
Teach 0.0889 0.22 o.639ons 
-0.3849 ** IQ 8. 15 0.0048 
-;'c'i"c 
Mera 0.2529 31. 25 0.0001 
lntext 0.2387 1.46 0.2280ns 
Mean Square F 






Table 16 Continued 
Dependent Variable: Frequency of Helping Others 
Best Seven Variable Model Found 
Analysis of Variance 
Source of Variance OF Sum of Squares 
Regression 7 2275.2799 
Error 184 38341.0899 
Total 191 40616.3698 
R2=0.0560 
Variables B Value F Prob F 
S-Theme 0.0575 0.03 0.8583ns 
Socserv . -o. 0364 0.03 0.8726ns 
Re lac 0.2426 1. 75 0. 1871 ns 
Teach -o. 1032 0.46 0.4971ns 
IQ 0.0100 0.01 o.9262ns 
4.62 * Mera 0.0779 0.0329 
lntext -0.0078 o.oo o.9606ns 
Note: *p .05; **p .01 








Table 16 Continued 
Note: S-Theme = Interest in Working with People, from Strong-Campbell 
Interest Inventory 
Socserv = Interest in Social Service, from Strong-Campbell 
Interest Inventory 
Relac = Interest in Religious Activity, from Strong-Campbell 
Interest Inventory 
Teach = Interest in Teaching, from Strong-Campbell Interest 
Inventory 
IQ = Otis-Lennon IQ 
Mera = Need for Achievement Measured by Mehrabian 1s Question-
naire Measure 
lntext = Introversion/Extroversion from Strong-Campbell Interest 
Inventory 
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had an 2 R = .2251. The analysis of variance had an F (7, 184) = 
7.64, p<.0001. The first variable entered was interest in religious 
activity (measured by the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory). This 
variable showed an R2=.1375 with an F (1, 190) = 30.29, p<.0001. The 
second variable entered was need for achievement (measured by Mehrabian•s 
Questionnaire Measure) which brought the R2 to 1 .8~2 with an F (2, 189) = 
21.76, p<.0001. In the final best seven variable model these two vari-
ables showed a significaQt F of 8.75 and 7.35 respectively. 
For intrinsic motivation, the best seven variable model found had 
an R2=.2839. The analysis of variance had an F (7, 184) = 10.42, 
p<.0001. The first variable entered was need for achievement (measured 
by Mehrabian 1 s Questionnaire Measure). This variable showed an R2= 
.1504 with an F (1, 190) = 33.63, p<.0001. The second variable entered 
was interest in religious activity (measured by the Strong-Campbell 
Interest Inventory) which brought the R2 to .2256 with an F (2, 189) = 
27.52, p<.0001. The third variable entered was IQ (Otis-Lennon) which 
brough the R2 to .2670 with an F (3, 188) = 22.83, p<.0001. In the 
final best seven variable model, these three variables showed a signi-
ficant F. Need for achievement had an F=31.25, p<.0001; interest in 
re1igious activity had an F=4.02, p<.0465; IQ had an F=8.15, p<.0048. 
For frequency of helping others, the best seven variable model 
2 found had an R =.056. The analysis of variance had an F (7, 184) = 
1.56 which was not significant. The only variable with a significant F 
was need for achievement with an F=4.62, p<.0329. 
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SUMMARY 
In this experiment it was found that subjects required to help 
others at school performed fewer helping acts than subjects invited to 
help. Furthermore, subjects not required and not rewarded for helping 
performed more helping acts than subjects required but not rewarded. 
Besides these treatment results, it was found that interest in 
religious activity (measured by the Stro~g-Campbell Interest lnvent~ry) 
and need for achievement (measured by Mehrabian•s Questionnaire Measure) 
were significant in predicting a subject's continuing motivation in 
helping others. Similarly, need for achievement (measured by Mehrabian's 
Questionnaire Measure), interest in religious activity (measured by the 
Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory) and IQ (measured by the Otis-Lennon 
Test) showed to be significant in predicting a subject's intrinsic inter-
est in helping others. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Teachers have a responsibility to encourage prosocial behavior. 
This field experiment attempted to explore directions for motivating 
subjects through reward, evaluation, and requirement, to help more often 
at school and determine whether these extrinsic incentives offered at 
school, while motivating subjects to help more often, do so at the ex-
pense of subjects' intrinsic interest and continuing motivation to help. 
This chapter will discuss what was learned about motivating subjects to 
help and attempt to explain why these extrinsic incentives did not have 
detrimental effects as predicted on intrinsic motivation (measured by 
Mayo's Task Reaction Questionnair~ and continuing motivation to help 
others (measured by Maehr's Continuing Motivation Scale). Finally, the 
chapter will discuss suggestions for future research critiquing the 
present experiment and setting directions for future research. 
FREQUENCY OF HELPING 
It was hypothesized that requiring subjects to help, rewarding 
them for helping others, and grading them for their part in helping 
others would not significantly affect the frequency of subjects helping 
others. This hypothesis was rejected. Required subjects performed 
fewer helping acts than subjects invited to help when required helping 
acts were not counted. Rewarding subjects for helping and grading sub-
jects for helping did not result in any significant difference in the 
frequency of helping acts performed by subjects. 
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While research has shown that tangible, extrinsic incentives that 
are offered for performance often produce detrimental effects on per-
formance of a number of standard laboratory tasks (McGraw, 1978), this 
field experiment did not support that result. Rewarded subjects given 
five points for each helping act performed did not help any more often 
than subjects not rewarded for the frequency of their helping others. 
Similarly, evaluated subjects offere~ an A for performing four or more 
helping acts each two weeks did not help any more or less often than 
non-evaluated subjects. 
Deci and Borac (1978) have reported that subjects rewarded for 
performance tend to choose relatively easy tasks though not the easiest, 
while non-rewarded subjects choose relatively difficult tasks to per-
form. Again, this field experiment did not support that finding. Re-
warded subjects and evaluated subjects did not choose to perform more 
difficult or less difficult helping acts than did non-rewarded or non-
evaluated subjects. 
In this experiment, neither the quality nor the quantity of the 
performance of helping acts was effected by the offering of a reward 
or a grade contingent upon performance. The extrinsic contingencies 
(extrinsic, tangible rewards and evaluation by grades) did not enhance 
or hinder performance. McGraw (1978) distinguishes between tasks on 
which reward has a detrimental effect and tasks on which reward has a 
facilitating effect. Tasks on which reward has a detrimental effect 
are characterized as attractive (for example, discrimination learning, 
concept attainment, insight learning, creativity problems, and inci-
dental recall). Prerequisite to the appearance of a detrimental effect 
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of extrinsic contingencies is a task sufficiently attractive to elicit 
the best effort of the non-reward group. When a subject's initial per-
ception of the task is aversive, reward should facilitate; when it is 
attractive, reward will be detrimental. In addition to task attractive-
ness, McGraw (1978) identifies the distinction between a heuristic and 
algorithmic solution in explaining the varying effect of extrinsic con-
tingencies. The most favorable case for detrimental effects of reward 
on performance appears to be where attractive tasks require heuristic 
solutions. McGraw (1978) notes that when task mastery is principally 
dependent upon rate variables like amount of rehearsal and frequency 
unit accumulations, reward should either facilitate or have no effect 
depending on whether the non-reward subjects view the task as aversive 
or attractive. It appears that perhaps the no effect for reward and 
grades on performance was the result of the attractiveness of the task 
of helping others coupled with the frequency unit measure (an algorith-
mic solution). 
Requiring subjects to help at least once every two weeks did 
affect the performance of helping acts. Required subjects helped less 
often than non-required subjects when the required helping acts were 
not counted. The experimenter did not count the four required acts 
(one every two weeks) because these were demanded of the subjects. 
Only helping acts done on the subjects' own initiative were counted. 
This seemed justified in that otherwise required subjects would have 
an advantage in frequency of he 1 ping, being expected by the experimenter 
(the school principal) to help at least once every two weeks. It is 
possible that required subjects resented being expected to help or 
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felt less the origin of their behavior than did subjects invited to take 
part in helping others. DeCharms (1968) hypothesizes that extrinsic 
contingencies, by leading persons to perceive themselves more as pawns, 
will negatively affect performance. This field experiment gives sup-
port to this hypothesis in that required subjects helped less. However, 
it does not appear that this is a firm finding in that the result did 
not hold up when the required acts were counted. Similarly, requiring 
subjects to help did not effect the difficulty level of the helping 
opportunities which subjects chose to perform. 
The firmest finding of this field experiment was the interaction 
effect of requirement and reward on the frequency of helping acts per-
formed and the difficulty of the helping acts chosen by the subject. 
When required acts were not counted, not rewarded but required sub-
jec~s helped less than not rewarded and not required subjects. When 
required acts were counted, not rewarded but required subjects helped 
less than rewarded and required subjects. Similarly, not rewarded and 
required subjects chose easier helping acts to perform than did rewarded 
and required subjects. It appears that when subjects felt required to 
help without any other incentive, for example, a reward or a grade, 
they did not perform as well. Once again it is suggested that subjects 
required to help without any incentives felt burdened and experienced 
the project more as work than as play. Similarly, subjects not required 
to help may have experienced themselves more as origin of their behavior 
and so were more interested in taking part. It would appear that simply 
requiring subjects to perform can have detrimental effects on both the 
frequency and quality of performance. However, by adding incentives 
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the negative effect is mitigated. Teachers need to be careful in simply 
requiring performance, in that under these circumstances students will 
meet the expectation; however, they may not perform as well as when 
invited. 
INTRINSIC MOTIVATION 
Lepper and Greene (1978) speak of the "Hidden Costs of Reward" 
and go so far as to imply a potential paradigm shift from seeing reward 
as facilitating to seeing reward as detrimental. They cite a growing 
body of research, primarily performed in the laboratory, that shows a 
detrimental. effect of extrinsic contingencies on intrinsic motivation. 
This field experiment does not support this research. Requiring sub-
jects to help, rewarding subjects for helping, and evaluating subjects 
for helping did not affect the subjects' intrinsic motivation to help 
measured by Mayo's Task Reaction Questionnaire. Deci (1975) hypothe-
sizes from attribution theory that extrinsic contingencies change a 
person's perception of why he/she is performing a certain task. When 
an action is attributed to endogenous factors, it implies that the 
actor has positive affect, that is, enjoyment, contentment, satisfaction, 
and includes the inference of subjective freedom. Such an attribution 
fosters intrinsic motivation. When an extrinsic contingency is present 
the action is exogenously attributed, which implies the actor's nega-
tive affect and includes the inference of compulsion. It was anticipated 
that rewarded, graded, and required subjects would perceive the task of 
helping others as exogenous and thereby experience less intrinsic moti-
vation to help. This did ·not"-happen. It seems that the subjects of 
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the experiment did not make this means-end attribution which is criti-
cal to the finding of detrimental effects on intrinsic motivation. 
While every effort was made by the experimenter to make the extrinsic 
contingencies salient and contingent, these contingencies did not seem 
to distract subjects in such a way as to interfere or lessen their 
intrinsic interest in helping. It is possible that subjects having 
been invited by the experimenter to take part in a project for the 
school simply did what was expected or asked of them without making the 
critical attribution of exogeneity necessary for the detrimental effect. 
It is possible that because the experimenter was the school principal 
the subjects were simply trying to please the experimenter, and did 
not make any attribution related to their own interest in the task. 
Kruglanski (1978) suggests that in a no-choice condition the subject's 
wish to obey the experimenter's instruction seems so compelling area-
son for performing the activity as to render possible alternative rea-
sons implausible by comparison. While every effort was made by the 
experimenter to make the rewards offered subjects exogenous to the per-
formance of helping acts, it is quite possible that subjects never made 
this attribution. Varday Wiesieltier's studies cited by Kruglanski 
(1978) found that activities performed in the service of altruistic 
goals are apprehended by subjects as intrinsically motivated. It is 
possible that subjects rewarded or graded or required to help others 
performed these acts altruistically or under obedience but that they 
did not attribute their helping to the reward or grade they were earn-
ing and thereby lessened their intrinsic interest in helping. It is 
possible that the reward or grade led the subjects to feel competent 
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or pleasing to the experimenter in which case the reward or grade would 
not have been detrimental to intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975; Karniol 
and Ross, 1976; Lepper and Greene, 1976; Ross, 1975). 
Fischer (1978) concludes her study, exploring the effect of pay 
on intrinsic motivation defined as feelings of personal control and 
feelings of competence and measured by Mayo's Task Reaction Question-
naire, by saying that the reduction in intrinsic motivation frequently 
observed in the laboratory may not necessarily occur in natural set-
tings. This is supported in this field experiment. 
While treatment effects failed to show any significant differences 
in intrinsk motivation for randomly established treatment groups, some 
interesting results were found in attempting to explain the variance 
in intrinsic motivation measured by Mayo's Task Reaction Questionnaire. 
It appears that subjects with a high need for achievement measured by 
Mehrabian's Questionnaire, a high interest in religious activity mea-
sured by the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory and a high intelligence 
measured by the Otis-Lennon IQ had a correspondingly high intrinsic 
interest in helping others. These person variables were operative re-
gardless of the treatment effects. This study gives impetus to sugges-
tions that factors other than reward or evaluation are operative in 
determining one's level of intrinsic interest. It would seem that 
among the factors that need further study would be the subjects' ini-
tial level of interest in the task as well as the subjects' need for 
achievement and even their intelligence. These factors could strongly 
affect a sense of personal control and competence which Deci (1975) 
defines as determinants of intrinsic motivation. It is possible that 
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in the natural setting, personal variables better predict variance in 
intrinsic motivation than do treatment conditions. 
CONTINUING MOTIVATION 
Maehr and Stallings (1972, 1976) identify a detrimental effect of 
extrinsic contingencies on subjects' continuing interest in engaging 
in tasks. This finding was not supported in this study. Neither re-
wards nor grades nor requiring subjects to help affected their continu-
ing interest in helping. It seems critical that teachers develop ways 
to foster students' continuing interest in engaging in tasks outside 
the instructional setting. This study suggests that perhaps cautions 
about the effect of token economies and grading systems are not justi-
fied. That is to say that detrimental effects on intrinsic motivation 
or continuing motivation do not necessarily result. Certainly, further 
study is demanded. In this experiment, certain personal variables were 
significant in predicting variability in the dependent variable of 
continuing motivation for helping others. Interest in religious acti-
vity measured by the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory and need for 
achievement measured by Mehrabian's Questionnaire Measure were found to 
be significant related to variability in a student's continuing motiva-
tion to help others. It appears that a subject's continuing interest 
in helping others is better accounted for by any number of personal 
variables among which are need for achievement and interest in religion 
than by the conditions under which they engage in helping others. It 
would seem important for teachers to become better acquainted with their 
students (Lepper and Dafoe, 1979) because only to the extent that they 
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do, can it be expected that teachers will facilitate students' growth. 
In this field experiment students' continuing interest in helping others 
on their own was not affected by extrinsic contingencies as anticipated 
but could be partly predicted by identification of student interest and 
needs. Students so identified can be given opportunities to exercise 
those interests. For students lacking interest, perhaps rewards or 
grades are the very incentives that are needed to bring about engagement 
in a task that might be subsequently engaged in on one's own. 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
As Kerl inger (1973) asserts, the main technical function of re-
search design is to control variance. An effective design maximizes 
systematic variance, controls extraneous variance, and minimizes error 
variance. 
In this study there were four independent variables, namely, year 
in high school, requirement, extrinsic reward and external evaluation. 
The latter three variables were extrinsic contingencies which intruded 
on the subject for the purpose of increasing the frequency of behavior. 
The question of the study was whether or not the increase of frequency 
would happen at the expense of an intrinsic motivation to perform the 
behavior and even more serious, at the expense of a continuing motiva-
tion to perform the behavior. Requiring helping, externally rewarding 
helping and externally evaluating helping are distinct from inviting, 
not rewarding, and not evaluating. It appears that the subjects were 
aware of the conditions under which they engaged in helping others at 
school. Furthermore, rewarded subjects found the rewards offered to 
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be attractive. Having maximized systematic variance, only requirement 
and the interaction of requiremen·t and reward's effect on frequency of 
helping others proved significant. 
Randomization is one of the best ways of controlling extraneous 
variance. In this study subjects were randomly selected and randomly 
assigned to groups and groups to treatments. Nevertheless, it appears 
that the personal variables, need for achievement, interest in religious 
activity, and intelligence made some impact on the findings. It seems 
from this study that personal variables strongly affect the extrinsic 
contingencies which intrude on subjects. In future studies, perhaps 
some control of these personal variables would result in significant 
results for the treatment effect. 
It is known that subjects in this study were aware of varying 
conditions under which subjects helped others. While subjects indi-
cated in a post questionnaire that these varied conditions did not 
anger or bother them, it is not clear as to how these varied expecta-
tions affected the findings. It is possible that subjects were more 
influenced by the fact that they were invited to take part in this 
special project to explore directions for the seminary of the 1980's 
and wanted to please the experimenter than by the treatment conditions. 
In the future, less obtrusive means should be used so as to minimize 
extraneous variance. Perhaps doing several studies with less variables 
involved might help lessen possible confounding effects. 
While subjects did indicate that others in the study were dis-
honest in recording the number of times they helped at school and some 
admitted to their own dishonesty, the experimenter found no direct sup-
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port for this dishonesty. All unobtrusive measures were recorded just 
as performed. 
Internal validity refers to the fact that experimental manipula-
tion is really the factor making the difference. Kerl inger (1973) 
emphasizes the importance of establishing internal validity before 
attempting to consider the external validity or the generalization of 
the findings in an experiment. In this study, randomization and sample 
size were key factors in establishing control in the experiment. Each 
treatment condition had twenty four subjects randomly assigned. While 
many of the anticipated results did not prove significant, requiring 
subjects to be involved led to significant results on the frequency of 
subjects' helping, especially in interaction with reward. This appears 
to be a robust finding. Future research should attempt to better con-
trol personal variables like need for achievement that could have inter-
fered with the findings of this experiment. 
External validity refers to the representativeness or generaliza-
bility of the experiment. In this study, subjects were students going 
to a special purpose school. The school emphasizes helping others and 
attempts to select students who are interested in a career working 
with people in a helping way. It is possible that because of the high 
interest in helping others, the subjects of this study were not affected 
by the treatment conditions; however, research has shown that high ini-
tial interest is a precondition for detrimental effects of reward and 
other extrinsic contingencies. Future research might look to various 
settings and conditions under which to explore the possible detrimental 
effects of extrinsic contingencies. Overall, it would seem that this 
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field experiment raises concern about the body of research that claims 
"a hidden cost to reward'' when this is studied in a natural setting of 
a school. 
Hilgard (1975} distinguishes seven types of research. The first 
three types are considered to be basic research and the other four types 
applied. This field experiment would be similar to number five in which 
findings from the laboratory are tried out in the 11normal 11 classroom. 
In this study, previous laboratory findings about the negative influence 
of extrinsic reward on intrinsic motivation and the negative influence 
of extrinsic evaluation on continuing motivation were tried out in a 
school setting and over an extended period of time (eight weeks}. 
The study supports the research that cautions against making de-
mands without corresponding incentives. Subjects not rewarded but 
reqyired to help helped least of all subjects. Having been told they 
must help once every two weeks, they helped less than those simply 
invited to help or required but rewarded for helping. The study gives 
support to the common sense notion that when a person is required to 
do something, he/she does it less enthusiastically. When more than 
compliance is sought, demands and requirements may be not only poten-
tially upsetting but also, in the long run, produce less than invita-
tion. 
The lack of significance in the effect of requirement, rewaid and 
evaluation on intrinsic motivation and continuing motivation lends sup-
port to the growing identification of conditions under which the facili-
tating or detrimental effects of reward happen. It seems that an abso-
lutist approach identifying the relation between reward and motivation 
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as universally positive and the genericist approach dividing various 
rewards into those that are generically extrinsic and those generically 
intrinsic to activities are no longer tenable (Lepper and Greene, 1978). 
Lepper and Dafoe (1979) state that if children in a particular class 
vary in their initial values, interests, and abilities, an identical 
program, for example, one in which all are given rewards, none are 
given rewards, etc., will be likely to have very different costs and 
benefits for different individuals. It is the conclusion of this study 
that more field studies carried on over time are needed to further 
explicitate the conditions under which reward is facilitating and detri·-
mental to performance, intrinsic interest, and continuing motivation. 
This study found that the subjects kept their interest in helping 
whether rewarded, graded, or required to help. They had a continuing 
interest in helping, regardless of whether they were rewarded, evaluated, 
or required to help. But they did not help as often when simply re-
quired. Inviting subjects to help or rewarding those required to help 
led to more helping of others measured by a self report frequency 
measure. 
SUMMARY 
There is a growing body of research (Lepper and Greene, 1978) 
reporting a detrimental effect on the performance of a task, intrin-
sic interest to perform that task, and continuing motivation to per-
form that task outside of the instructional setting. This experiment 
was undertaken to further explore these detrimental effects. 
Since many of the studies exploring the effects of reward on 
motivation have been performed in the laboratory, this experiment was 
conducted in a natural setting to attempt to broaden the generaliza-
tion of these findings. A school setting was selected because school 
is an appropriate setting for exploring the effect of extrinsic con-
tingencies on motivation in that schools have been traditionally 
concerned with motivation and factors that foster and inhibit motiva-
tion. One hundred and ninety two boy~ (ninety six high school fresh-
men and ninety six high school juniors) were randomly selected from 
an all boys urban, Catholic, seminary high school of seven hundred 
and thirty five students. The performance of helping acts was select-
ed as the experimental task in that schools are concerned with foster-
ing altruistic behavior and altruistic behavior appears to be 
intrinsically motivated. Among the extrinsic contingencies commonly 
found in this school setting, the experimenter selected requiring 
students to help, rewarding them for helping, and grading them for 
their performance of helping acts at school. There were eight groups 
to which subjects were randomly assigned: (rewarded or non-rewarded, 
evaluated or not evaluated, required or not required). There were 
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twenty-four subjects in each group. The experiment was conducted over an 
eight week period. 
It was hypothesized that extrinsic contingencies (requiring of 
one helping act each two weeks; giving an extrinsic, material, salient, 
exogenous reward chosen by the student for earning thirty-five or more 
points every two weeks; evaluating students with grades based on the 
number of times they performed helping acts in two weeks) while motivating 
subjects to help more often would do so at the expense of the subjects' 
intrinsic motivation to help (measured by Mayo's Task Reaction Question-
naire) and the subjects' continuing motivation to help (measured by Maehr's 
Continuing Motivation Scale). In addition, it was hypothesized that sub-
jects exposed to these extrinsic contingencies would choose easier helping 
acts to perform than subjects not involved with these extrinsic contin-
gencies. 
The results showed a significant difference in the number of help-
ing acts performed by subjects required to help and the number of helping 
acts performed by subjects invited to help when required helping acts 
were not counted. Required subjects performed fewer helping acts. More-
over, subjects required to help but not rewarded for helping helped fewer 
times than subjects not required or not rewarded for helping when required 
helping acts were not counted. Therefore, teachers need to be rather 
careful when forcing students to perform school tasks, since such requirements 
may lead to fewer acts performed than if students were simply invited to 
perform such tasks. It appears that requiring students to perform school 
tasks is easier for the student to accept and leads to greater frequency 
of performance when such expectations to perform are joined with rewards 
for students' effort. 
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This study gives impetus to suggestions that personal variables 
effect intrinsic motivation and continuing motivation. Two variables, 
interest in religious activity (measured by the Strong-Campbell Interest 
Inventory) and need for achievement (measured by Mehrabian's Question-
naire Measure) were found to be significant in predicting subjects' 
continuing motivation to help others. Similarly, three variables, need 
for achievement (measured by Mehrabian's Questionnaire Measure), interest 
in religious activity (measured by the Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory) 
and IQ (measured by the Otis-Lennon IQ test) were found to be significant 
in predicting subjects' intrinsic motivation in helping others. 
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APPENDIX A 
APPENDIX A 
" NAME: REWARD CHOICE SHEET I FOR FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD TWO-WEEK PERIOD 
DATE: # 3 
If you earn thirty-five points over the course of the next two 
weeks, you have a choice of rewards you will earn. All rewards you 
earn will be given to you before the end of this year. 
CHECK ONE: 
ABILITY TO CANCEL ONE JUG (Not a Saturday Jug) 
--
FREE LUNCH IN THE CAFETERIA (Up to $1.50) 
--
PASS FOR OFF-CAMPUS LUNCH (You pay) 
--
PERIOD OFF OF YOUR CHOICE (Unless a test is being given) 
--
PASS FOR THE GAME ROOM ($1.00 free games) 
--
SURPRISE FIELD TRIP 
USE OF GYM AND POOL FOR YOU AND FIVE FRIENDS OF YOUR CHOICE 
PASS FOR EXEMPTION FROM HOMEWORK (Daily assignment) 
--
PASS TO BE EXEMPT FROM DRESS CODE 
WILD CARD 
Reward Earned: Reward Not Earned: 
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NAME: REWARD CHOICE SHEET I I FOR THE FINAL TWO-WEEK PERIOD 
DATE: # 4 
If you earn thirty-five points over the course of the next two 
weeks, you have a choice of rewards you can earn. All rewards you 
earn will be given to you before the end of the year. 
CHECK ONE: 
FREE LUNCH IN THE CAFETERIA (Up to $1.50) 
--
PASS FOR OFF-CAMPUS LUNCH (You pay) 
--
PASS TO BE EXEMPT FROM DRESS CODE 
--
PASS FOR THE GAME ROOM ($1.00 free games) 
--




USE OF THE ELEVATOR IN FINAL WEEK OF SCHOOL 












































Be careful in keeping track of the times you do things at school to 
help others over the course of the next two weeks. 
Turn the sheet in to Father Jerry on the day ending the two-week period. 
NAME: HELPING OTHERS SHEET I FOR THE FIRST TWO-WEEK PERIOD 
DAY BEGINNING: March 18, 1980 DAY ENDING: March 28, 1980 
Put a check in front of the helping opportunity each time you perform it. 
HELPING OTHERS AT SCHOOL: 
Volunteering to help a teacher out at school (e.g., cleaning the 
--- blackboard, doing the bulletin board, etc. 
Donating money to the missions 
---
Donating cans to the food drive 
---
Tutoring a student having trouble in school 
---
Picking up litter around the school 
---
Helping a student who is in a jam and needs some help 
---
Going to help on the soup line 
---
Organizing an activity for students to take part in 
---
Volunteering to help in a student activity 
---
Going out of your way to help a student or teacher in school 
---

















HELPING AT HOME OR IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD: List any helping acts you do 
at home or in the neighborhood: 
Signature: 
By signing this sheet, I am affirming that I am tel 1 ing the truth in 
reporting the helping acts I did during this time. Everything I have 
reported, I did. 
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Be careful in keeping track of the times you do things at school to 
help others over the course of the next two weeks. 
ct You will turn the sheet in at homeroom on Friday, April 25 
z 
LL.I 





















DAY BEGINNING: April 15, 1980 DAY ENDING: April 25, 1980 
Put a check in front of the helping opportunity each time you perform it. 
HELPING OTHERS AT SCHOOL: 
Helping to clean up in the cafeteria (more than your own plate) 
--- before school or at lunch 
Giving a student some money he would need for lunch or bus fare 
---
Volunteering to help with a school activity at night; for example, 
--- the interviews with incoming freshmen parents 
~ Volunteering to he1p a teacher out at school (e.g., cleaning the 










































Picking up litter around the school 
---
Volunteering with Mr. Hogan to help clean up around school 
---
Tutoring a student having trouble· in school 
---
Volunteering to help Fr. Bridge with work in the Library 
---
Helping a student who is in a jam and needs some help 
---
Volunteering to help in a student activity 
---
List any other helping acts you do at school during these two weeks 
that are not listed above: 
HELPING AT HOME OR IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD: List any helping acts you do 
at home or in the neighborhood during these two weeks: 
Signature: 
By signing this sheet, I am affirming that I am telling the truth in 
reporting the helping acts I did during this two-week period. Every-







































Be careful in keeping track of the times you do things at school to 
help others over the course of the next two weeks. 
You will turn the sheet in at homeroom on Friday, May 9 
NAME: HELPING SHEET I I FOR THE THIRD TWO-WEEK PERIOD 
DAY BEGINNING: April 25, 1980 DAY ENDING: May 9, 1980 
Put a check in front of the helping opportunity each time you perform it. 
HELPING OTHERS AT SCHOOL: 
Helping to clean up in the cafeteria (more than your own plate) 
----- before school or at lunch 
Giving a student some money he would need for lunch or bus fare 
-----
Volunteering to help with a school activity at night; for example, 
----- the interviews with incoming freshmen parents 
Volunteering to help a teacher out at school (e.g., cleaning the 
----- blackboard, doing a display, etc.) 
Picking up litter around the school 
~---
Volunteering with Mr. Hogan to help clean up around school 
-----
Tutoring a student having troubl~ in school 
-----
Volunteering to help Fr. Bridge with work in the Library 
-----
Helping a student who is in a jam and needs some help 
-----
Volunteering to help in a student activity 
-----
List any other helping acts you do at school during these two weeks 
that are not listed above: 
•• HELPING AT HOME OR IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD: List any helping acts you do 








By signing this sheet, I am affirming that I am telling the truth in 
reporting the helping acts I did during this two-week period. Every-
















































Be careful in keeping track of the times you do things at school to 
help others over the course of the next two weeks. 
You will turn the sheet in at homeroom on Friday, May 23. 
NAME: HELPING SHEET Ill FOR THE FINAL TWO-WEEK PERIOD 
DAY BEGINNING: May 9, 1980 DAY ENDING: May 23, 1980 
Put a check in front of the helping opportunity each time you perform it. 
HELPING OTHERS AT SCHOOL: 
Cleaning off graffitti on desks or around the school 
-----
Helping a coach before or after a sport activity 
-----
Helping with a school activity at night; for example, the inter-
----- views with incoming freshmen and their parents 
Helping to clean up in the cafeteria (more than your own plate) 
----- before school or at lunch 
Volunteering with Mr. Hogan to help around school 
-----
Volunteering with Fr. Kicanas to help beautify the grounds by 
----- working on the outside of the school 
Volunteering with Fr. Bridge to help in the Library 
-----
Volunteering with Mrs. Lippner to help in the cafeteria 
-----
Tutoring a student having trouble in school 
-----
Helping a student who is in a jam and needs some help 
-----
Picking up 1 itter around the school 
-----
List any other helping acts you do at school during these 040 weeks 
that are not listed above: 
HELPING AT HOME OR IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD: List any ways you help in 
these two weeks: 
Signature: 
By signing this sheet, I am affirming that I am telling the truth in 
reporting the helping acts I did during this two week period. 
APPENDIX C 
APPENDIX C 
Year (circle one) 3 
"HELPING OTHERS" QUESTIONNAIRE 
Listed below and on the sheets that follow are a series of statements 
relating to the project of helping others that you have just completed. 
Please take your time and respond thoughtfully and honestly to these 
statements by indicating the extent to which you agree with each. Circle 
the best response to each statement. 
1. There are several important abilities of mine that were required to 













2. liked the idea that I had enough freedom and responsibility to help 
others at school the way I wanted. 
Strongly Moderately 
agree agree 












3. The challenge posed by helping others at school really aroused my 













4. My feelings while helping others at school could best be described by 













5. At various times felt like I was really achieving something while 































7. tried to avoid looking like a fool in front of the others by working 













8. My attempts to figure out the purpose of this project led me to work 















9. In a project like this, 
pay off in some way. 













10. It is important to me that others see me as doing well in this project 













11. There is something about helping others at school that 














Strong 1 y 
disagree 
12. I enjoyed using what I consider to be a strong natural ability when 
















13. The nice feeling associated with helping others at school certainly 













14. This project of helping others at school gave me the opportunity to 

















15. The freedom had to help others at school at my own pace led me to 
















































JS. Helping others at school gave me the opportunity to develop new skills. 
Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly 








19. After working in helping others at school for a while, I felt like a 





20. My talents were 
Strongly Moderately 
agree agree 
s 1 i gh t 1 y 
agree 
effective 1 y 















in helping others at 







21. liked the opportunity had to decide for myself how I would help 

































23. The way the Rector behaved kept my attention centered on helping 

















24. was excited by the prospect that might do better than others at 
















25. I feel some responsibility to be a conscientious subject and not mess 















26. Working at helping others at school gave me a good opportunity to 













27. Much of my effort in helping others at school was due to the fact 
that the Rector was present. 
Strongly Moderately 
agree agree 












28. There was plenty of opportunity to exercise my ingenuity and inventive-





29. After working for 





a while, I 


















fee 1 i ng that was really good 
Slightly Moderately Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree 
30. felt considerable pride in knowing that I was doing well at helping 






























32. One source of motivation was the opportunity for independent thought 















33. The project of helping others at school really held my attention from 













34. The anticipation of approval and praise from the others present was 
an important factor in keeping me moving right along in helping others 

















35. You could say that one thing that influenced how hard I worked helping 
others at school was the opportunity to see how effective I was com-

































37. In order to feel like one of the qroup, I worked diligently at helping 





38. I fe 1 t that if 
by the Rector. 
Strongly Moderately 
agree agree 























Strong 1 y 
disagree 
39. My desire to have what did in helping others at school evaluated in 

















Thank you for taking part in this program to plan for the Seminary of 
the 1 80 1 s. 
Please answer the following questions honestly. 
1. In this program of helping others at school, were you required to 
help others or was it up to you? (Circle one) 
REQUIRED UP TO ME 
If you were required to help, how many times were you required 
to help others at school: 
WRITE IN NUMBER OF TIMES YOU WERE REQUIRED 
TO HELP OTHERS 
2. In this program of helping others at school, were you told you 
would receive a grade for your part in the program? (Circle one) 
YES NO 
If you were to receive a grade for how many times you helped 
others, how many times would you have to help to get a grade? 






If you were to receive a grade for how many times you helped others, 
what would happen to the grade? 
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3. In this program of helping others at school, were you told you 
would receive a reward for your part in this program? (Circle one) 
YES NO 
If you were to receive a reward, how many times did you have to 
help to get that reward? 
STATE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU HAD TO HELP TO GET 
THE REWARD 
If you were to receive a reward for helping others, did you feel 
the rewards were: (Circle one) 
a) BAD b) POOR c) OK d) GOOD e) EXCELLENT 
If you did not receive rewards for helping others at school, did 
you know that some students did receive rewards? (Circle one) 
YES NO 
If you did not receive rewards for helping others at school how did 
you feel that some classmates were getting rewards? (Circle one) 
a) ANGRY b) DISAPPOINTED c) IT DIDN'T BOTHER ME 
d) I WAS JUST AS HAPPY NOT TO BE REWARDED 
4. What I was most aware of in this program of helping others at school 
was: (Circle one) 
a) HELPING OTHERS b) THE REWARD I COULD EARN 
c) THE GRADE I MIGHT GET 
e) NONE OF THESE 
d) THAT I HAD TO HELP 
5. Did you know of someone who was not honest in reporting what they 
did to help others at school? (Circle one) 
YES NO 
How were they dishonest? 
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6. Were you honest in reporting what you did? (Circle one) 
YES NO 
How were you dishonest? 
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